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Tue MASTER OF THE ROLLS decided yesterday an im- 
portant case of Menzies v. Inghtfoot, relating to the 
transactions which ordinarily take place on the transfer 
ofa public-house. It seems to be the usual practice for 
the brewer to make an advance to the publican either in 
money or in kind, and to take as his security a legal 
mortgage of the public-house, framed so as to cover not 
only the actual advance, but also his book debts from 
time to time. At the same time the distiller also 
generally makes a similar advance of a much smaller 
amount, taking as security an equitable charge on the 
public-house subject tothe prior mortgage. The distiller, 
of course, gives notice of his charge to the brewer. In 
the present case the brewer eventually sold the house 
under the power in his mortgage, and claimed to retain 
out of the purchase-money a sum owing to him for goods 
supplied to the publican after the receipt by him of the 
distiller’s notice. The grounds on which he sought to 
justify this rested partly on the construction of the docu- 
ments, and partly on the custom of the trade. It had 
previously been held that where two such loans are not 
contemporaneous, the first mortgagee is not entitled to 
priority in respect of an advance made after receipt of 
the notice of the second mortgage (Rolt v. Hopkin- 
wn, 9 W. R, 909, 9 H. L. 514), and that the general 
law on this point-cannot be overcome by any custom 
of a particular trade (Dann v. City of London Brew- 
ery Company, 17 W. R. 663, L. R. 8 Eq. 155). But the 
new circumstance in the present case on which the 
defendant relied, was the fact that the two loans were 
made at the same time, and an expression used by Vice- 
Chancellor James in the last-mentioned case was cited as 
supporting his view. The Master of the Rolls, however, 
held that the construction of the documents was the same, 
whether the second charge was made immediately after 
the first or after a definite interval, and that no custom 
could be allowed to alter the meaning of the written 
instruments. He added, however, that it would be easy, 
if desired, to frame a second mortgage so as to postpone 
it to subsequent advances contemplated by the first, and 
tead a form which he considered sufficient for that pur- 
pose. It should be mentioned that his Lordship stated 
that he intended to read throngh the papers and mention 
the case again, and that until he did so, his decision was 
aot to be considered final; but he did not hear a reply, 
and there oan be little doubt that he will adhere to the 
conclusion he has indicated. 





THE CASE OF Mrs. TorPrY has drawn attention to the 
state of the law as to the liability of married women for 
offences committed by them in the presenoe of their hus- 
bands, After the discussion in the House of Lords it is 
‘arcely necessary for us to attempt any further explana- 
tion of the legal doctrine. As pointed out by the Lord 
Chancellor the miscarriage of justice in this particular 
tase was rather due to the fault of the jury than of the 
law, as it was clear that there was ample evidence to 
but the presumption that the wife acted solely under 





the coercion of her husband There can be no doubt 
that the Recorder laid down the law accurately, and 
pointed out to the jury that the presumption of law was 
capable of being rebutted. At the same time we have 
some doubt whether he succeeded in getting the jury to 
understand what the true question was. Juries are 
rather apt to be misled by being told of legal presump- 
tions, and to attribute to them more weight than they 
should do. Mr. Best, in his work on evidence, points 
out the confusion that is apt to arise from the use of the 
word presumption, the different meanings of which he 
shows are no less than seven. The most common 
meaning is that which the word bears when used 
to denote an inference which ought to be drawn 
from particular facts in the absence of further evi- 
dence. When direct evidence is given such a presump- 
tion is worth little or nothing. Thus, in the present 
case, even if the jury were right in coming to the con- 
clusion which they announced with their verdict, that 
the husband had planned the whole affair, yet this would 
not be inconsistent with the wife being also an indepen- 
dent actor. Although the husband planned the robbery, 
his wife might have been a willing and active actor, 
and there was clear evidence that she was. In the 
face of direct evidence, a bare presumption, only 
intended to supply the place of evidence, ought to 
have no weight. We cannot help thinking that the jury 
supposed that they ought not to find Mrs. Torpey guilty 
unless they came to the conclusion that she was the 
principal actor. This clearly is not the law. She should 
have been found guilty unless she acted-under the co- 
ercion of her husband, and in the absence of any other 
evidence the fact of the crime being committed in her 
hnsband’s presence would give rise to a legal presump- 
tion, that is to say, would afford sufficient evidence in 
the eye of the law that she was soeocerced. Presumptions 
of this nature are extremely useful in ordinary practice, 
and perhaps in former times, when there were more re- 
strictions on the evidence which was admissible, they were 
still more so, This particular presumption was probably 
introduced because, in many cases, the only persons who 
could know whether there was coercion or not would be 
the husband and wife, who could not be witnesses. If it 
were not for the introduction of similar principles moxt 
cases would require an amount of proof that it would be 
practically impossible to give. At the same time it is 
not easy to get a jury to understand how little is usually 
meant by a rebuttable presumption. 





Mr. G. GREGORY (who, with Mr. Hinde Palmer and 
others, is the introducer of a bill for dealing with the 
Middlesex Registry) brought up this week in the House 


of Commons the old subject of Land Transfer. Mr. 
Gregory moved a resolution in favour of increased 
facilities for declaration of title through the Land Registry 
Office established under Lord Westbury’s Act; he with- 
drew his motion on the Attorney-General stating that 
the Government had prepared a bill on this subject, 
which was now in the Lord Chancellor’s hands, and would 
be introduced next session if not this. There are few 
subjects which need reform more than land transfer, and 
few on which there is more danger of the reformers going 
astray. The Act of 1862 is an undeniable failure. As 
to the Government measure spoken of by the Attorney- 
General, it is impossible, of course, to form any opinion 
until ita provisions are known ; but we must confess 
that so far as any ideas of it are held out to us in the 
very few words in which it was alluded to this week by 
the Attorney-General, we are not led to be sanguine, 
The Land Transfer Bill of last year was based, sub- 
stantially, on a ayatem of registration, without indefeasible 
title and made compulsory upon every sale of the fee- 
simple: fortunately that bill dropped, for it could only have 
proved an impediment in the way. The fact is, that euch 
registration does not meet the needs of the subject at all, > 
and if the promised bill is based on any tinkering of the 
rejected principle of the Act of 1862, such as that of the 
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bill of last year, the best we can hope for it is that it 
may share the same fate. There are several points at 
which the subject may be attacked; probably it is im- 
possible to take them all at once; and any one of them, 
when once gained, would lead on to the others. For 
instance, a vast portion of the difficulty will be removed 
whenever our real property law receives the re-adjust- 
ment which it needs so much. No goodcan be hoped for 
from making a public office todo what purchasers now do 
for themselves. .But if the framers of the bill, which, ac- 
cording to Sir R. Collier, the Lord Chancellor now has 
under lock and key, have proceeded upon the record of 
title principle as distinguished from that of registration, 
they have hit on a road out of the maze,* 





In A CASE of Re The Lundy Granite Company, decided 
by the Master of the Rolls on Monday week, his Lordship 
held that a landlord who levies a distress for rent in arrear 
has no right to seize the goods of a company in liquidation, 
which happen to be upon the demised premises. His 
Lordship came to this conclusion upon the words of sec- 
tion 163 of the Companies Act, 1862, which provides that 
where any company is being wound up by the Court, or 
under supervision, “any attachment, sequestration, dis- 
tress, or execution put in force against the estate or effects 
of the company after the commencement of the winding 
up shall be void to all intents.” The Lundy Granite 
Company had been in possession of the demised property 
under some agreement with the lessee to which the land- 
lord was no party. The company was ordered to be wound 
up, and the liquidator remained in possession of the 
demised property. The rent for which the distress was 
levied had accrued due after the commencement of the 
winding up. Upon appeal, the Lords Justices, on the 
Friday following, reversed the decision of the Master 
of the Rolls, holding that section 163 must. be confined 
to proceedings against the company by creditors of the 
company, whereas in this case the landlord was not a 
creditor of the company at all. This decision appears 
to be in accordance with the general principle that no 
one is to be deprived of his legal rights, unless it is clear 
that the Legislature has so intended. Whatever may be 
thought of the rule of English law that a landlord is 
entitled, under a distress for rent, to seize the goods of a 
stranger found upon the demised premises, still, so long 
as that right exists, it would appear very strange that a 
iandlord should be deprived of it merely because the 
stranger whose goods he finds upon the premises happens 
to be a company in liquidation. The Lords Justices were 
clearly of opinion that the Act of 1862 did not, looked 
at as a whole, intend to interfere with the rights of 
strangers to the company. They were also of opinion that 
even if a company were direct tenants of a landlord, and 
after a winding up order was made the liquidator, 
for the purpose of more conveniently realising the assets 
of the company, continued in possession of the demised 
property, the landlord ought to be paid his full rent, just 
as any person who was employed to render services in 
the liquidation would be entitled to receive his proper 
salary in full. This also appears to us an indisputably 
equitable conclusion. 

WE HAVE 80 OFTEN EXPRISSED OUR VIEWS on the 
questions dealt with by Sir H. Selwin Ibbotson’s bill for 
amending the laws as to railways, that it is unnecessary 
to repeat them at length. The debate on the second 
reading, as Our readers are aware, now stands adjourned. 
Although we do not approve of all the provisions of the 
bill we hope that it will obtain a second reading. It seems 
fairly well drawn. The provisions for the public safety 
aod for inquiries into accident are, we think, good, but 
we still retain our objection to the special tribunal for 
deciding on the compensation for accident cases, and to 
the limitation of liability. Even the railway companies 
will probably object to the limitation of liability 
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provided for by the bill, since, although the companies. 
are not to be liable (unless an extra payment is 
made) in an amount exceeding £1,000 to each 

passenger, yet up to that amount they are to be in- 
surers of the safety of the passengers during the journey, 
and to be liable not only as now for their negligence, but 

alsofor unavoidable accident, and for the negligence of 
other persons, and even of the injured passenger himself, 
unless his negligence amounts to a contravention of a 

bye-law, or ofan Act of Parliament. We cannot think 

that the last extension of liability is either just or ex- 

pedient. It might be right that in a case of contributory 

negligence of the passenger the company should pay a. 
part of the damages, instead of none as they do now, butit. 
cannot berightthat where the accident iscaused entirely by 

the passenger’s own fault the company should pay all the 
damage, unless it exceed £1,000, and, unless they haps. 
pen to have foreseen the possibility of the particular act 

of carelessness, and to have made a bye-law in point, 

Not only is this not just to the companies, but it is not 

desirable for the convenience of the public, inasmuch as. 
the inevitable result must be that the companies must, by 
their bye-laws, most inconveniently restrict the freedom 

of action of passengers, 


THE IRREPRESSIBLE MR. CHARLEY, in writing to a 
newspaper a letter condemning the prosecuting police- 
man and the jury, and lauding his own clients, the pro-- 
secuting attorneys, certainly committed acontemptof court, 
and did a very unseemly thing for a barrister to do. How- 
ever, since Mr. Charley had afterwards the good sense and 
good taste to come forward in court and acknowledge his 
fault, no more need be said about the affair. As Mr. 
Justice Willes kindly observed in accepting Mr. Charley’s 
apology, the next best thing to not offending at all is to 
make honourable amends. Mr. Charley has also, pos- 
sibly as an earnest of future good behaviour, given 
notice in the House of Commons of a motion that the- 
existing state of the legal profession is unsatisfactory 
and needs reform. 





Lorp JusTICE MELLISH has consented to preside at 
the next annual festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society,. 
to be held in June, 





THE PROPOSED TRADE UNION ACT, 1871. 


The bill lately introduced under the above title will, if 
it become law in its present shape, and if we except its: 
criminal provisions, give effect to the recommendations: 
of the minority of the commission which sat to inquire 
into trade unions, and to the opinions of the men whom 
that minority represented, and so far it may be considered 
as a success to the party who advocate the spread of 
societies of this nature. The bill is, in fact, identical in 
principle with that introduced last session by Messrs. 
Hughes and Mundella. There have, however, already been 
indications that there is a very strong feeling on the part 
of the workmen against some of the proposed criminabh 
provisions of the bill, and it may be expected that the 
masters, whose representatives muster pretty strongly in 
the House of Commons, will either directly or indirectly 
oppose the bill from another quarter. 

The changes proposed in the law are very considerable,. 
and we shall consider the effects of some of them rather 
in detail, The bill itself may be divided into three 
heads—(1) The criminal provisions, ss, 2, 3, and 25;. 
(2) the civil status of unions, ss. 4, 5, and 6; and (8): 
the registration of unions, ss. 7 to the end, The first 
two parts, which exhibit considerable ingenuity in some 
of their provisions, and are not apparently drawn by the: 
professional draughtsman, with whose style all lawyers 
are 90 painfully familiar, contrast somewhat strangely 
with the third part, which is chiefly a rechauffe of some 
eections of the Friendly Societies Act, 1855 (see ss, 8—14- 
20, and schedules 1 and 3 of the proposed Act), 

By the eviminal provisions, to which we would especially 
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draw attention, the combination laws, as they are generally 
called (6 Geo. 4, c. 129, 22 Vict. c. 34), are entirely 
repealed; the 41st section of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 (punish- 
ing unlawful assaults made in pursuance of unlawful 
combinations) is also repealed, and it is then provided 
(section 2) that the purposes of any trade union shall 
not, by reason merely that they are in restraint of trade, 
be deemed to be unlawful so as to render any member 
of such trade union liable to criminal prosecution for 
conspiracy or otherwise. By the repeal of the Acts we 
have mentioned and by the above section the member of 
a trade union is left in exactly the same position as any- 
one else before the law—that is, he will not be punished 
for doing any act because he does it as belonging to a 
body not established for any unlawful purpose. This is 
_the position which the extreme advocates of trade unions 
claim, and unquestionably there is much prima facie 
weight in the objection which they entertain to the 
making certain otherwise lawfal acts criminal, or to the 
punishing certain offences more stringently when done 
in furtherance of purposes not in themselves unlawful— 
an objection briefly summed up as made against offences 
levelled at a special class. It is, however, rather an 
objection to the theory of legislation than to practical 
results, and if it should be found that there are a class 
of offences which the law does not at present reach, and 
which it is desirable should be punished, such a fact 
would, we think, excuse the deviation from scientific 
legislation such as we might desire. The onus, however, 
of proving the occasion for exceptional legislation of 
this kind rests on those who propose it, and it is there- 
fore for the supporters of the bill in its present shape to 
make out the want of the stringent measures, which in it 
succeed the old combination laws, and they must show; 
firstly that the acts should be punished; and secondly, 
that they are not punished already, because nothing can 
be more unwise than to burden a measure of this sort 
with criminal provisions irritating to a large class in the 
nation, and only after all dealing with offences already 
provided for. In several instances, though not in every 
instance, the criminal provisions of the bill are either 
not necessary at all, or are already the subjects of legisla- 
tion. 

The provisions themselves are all contained in section 
3, which gives to courts of summary jurisdiction the 
power of imprisoning for three months with hard labour 
any person who, with a view to coerce any workman or 
master to do or abstain from doing certain things in re- 
lation to their trade, &c., does one of the following acts: — 
(1) Uses violence to any person or property ; (2) threatens 
or intimidates any person so as to render himself liable 
to be bound over to keep the peace; (3) molests or ob- 
structs (as subsequently defined) any person. We may 
observe, by the way, that the words “with a view to 
coerce,” which form the gist of all the proposed offences, 
do not appear at all more explicit than the “ molest 
or obstruct,” which have caused so much difficulty under 
the old Combination Act as to require a new interpreta- 
tion, itself, as we shall see, not very satisfactory. 

The first division, concerning violence to person or pro- 
perty, can only be directed against wilful, as opposed to 
accidental, violence—indeed, the term violence almost im- 
ports this, and violence to person or property may be 
considered as an expression identical with assaults on the 
person and malicious injuries to property. The mere 
mention of such a phrase to a person familiar with our 
criminal law is sufficient proof that no further legislation 
of the kind before us on this subject is required, and any- 
one ignorant on the point we refer to 24 « 25 Vict, o, 
100, ss, 42 and 47, and 24 & 25 Viot. o. 97, by which 
offences againat the person and against property are 
(especially the latter) severely punished—indeed, we are 
totally unable to conceive the object of this provision : so 
far as we can see it creates absolutely no new offences, and 
will only afford another means of punishing those al- 
teady created, in some cases rather more, in others far less, 
severely ; for instance, a murder committed “ with a 





view to coerce ” might, for aught this section says to the 
contrary, be punished by two magistrates with three 
calendar months’ hard labour ! 

The second division is directed against anyone who 
threatens or intimidates any person so as to render him- 
self liable to be bound over to keep the peace. This pro- 
vision, no doubt, deals very ingeniously with a very difli- 
cult question, and shows clearly enough to the judge, if 
not to the class affected by the legislation, for what 
threats, if any, a man should be liable fo imprisonment. 
Here, too, the remedy already provided, the binding over 
to keep the peace and the finding sufficient sureties, may 
reasonably be considered not quite sufficient. It may be 
urged that it is not the reason why the threat was 
made, so much as the likelihood of its being carried 
into execution, that should be considered in estimating 
the punishment; but that is not quite correct: trae, it is 
the chance of the threat being carried out that arms it 
with its intimidating effect, but the threat is the point 
of contact at which the undesirable force begins to be 
exerted, and there is fair reason for saying that the law 
need not content itself with merely threatening the 
threateners in its turn. 

The third division deals with persons who (of course, 
with a‘ view to coerce ”*) “ molest” or “ obstruct” any- 
one (1) by persistently following him about; (2).by 
hiding his tools; (3) by watching or besetting with two 
or more others his house or the place where he may be, 
or by following him “ tumultuously ” through the streets, 
To the second of these two sub-clauses we have no 
objection other than the general one applying to all special 
legislation of this sort before mentioned, because the 
rattening against which it is directed is unquestionably 
of common occurrence and ought to be put down, and 
there is no law at present to deal with it. Again, the 
last part of the 3rd sub-clause, which deals with three 
persons ‘‘tumultuously ” following another through the 
streets, seems necessary to ensure due order—though 
both the words “ tumultuously ” and “ streets” open the 
door to great variety of construction. The offence 
created, though very similar to is not identical with a 
riot, for to constitute a riot some person must actually 
have been putin fear. Sub-clause 1, and the first part 
of sub-clause 2, however, appear to us to be far too 
loosely drawn. They are directed, of course, against the 
picketting, of which so much was heard and seen in 
London during the strike of the tailors a few years since, 
and their effect will be not only entirely to set at rest 
any question as to the possibility of legal picketting, 
but further to withdraw from the cognizance of the 
superior judges and to entrust to the magistrates at 
petty sessions the consideration of a great part of the 
law of conspiracy. A great authority on criminal law 
has said— 

‘Perhaps few things are left so doubtful in the criminal 
law as the point at which a combination of several persons 
™ a common object becomes illegal”’ (1 Hawkins’ Pl. Crown, 
bk. 1, ch. 72, s. 2); 
and the uncertainty of the law on this subject is forcibly 
urged in Chitty’s Crim. Law, vol. 1, pp. 1139, 1440:— 

** What kind of agreement is illegal seems not yet” [nor, 
we may add, up to the present time] ‘‘ precisely settled. 
The decisions do not appear quite in unison even with 
the points they profess to settle. To combine in raising 
wages, in resigning commissions, or in expressing disappro- 
bation at a theatre, appears scarcely so detrimental to public 
tranquillity as a malicious and nocturnal trespass, and yet 
the former have been holden to be indictable and the latter 
a mere civil injury (13 East, 228). Neither have 
the decisions confined the offence to cases affecting the 





* The writer of a leading article in the Dei/y News of March 
16th, in his comments on this clause, entirely ignores the 
“ view to coerce,’ and supposes that “some idle gentleman” 
persistently following “a young woman” from place to place 
might be “ indicted” under this provision. Is it too much to 
expect from journalists, if not technical accuracy, at least @ 
aa careful examination of the subject they propose to 
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—. as has been shown already. It might be inferred 
m the decisions that to constitute a conspiracy it is not 
necessary that the act intended should be in itself illegal, or 
even immoral, that it should affect the public at large, or 
that it should be accomplished by false pretences, and 
though it is that the gist of the offence is the union 
of persons, it is impossible to conceive a combination as such 
to be illegal. We can rest therefore only on the individual 
eases decided, which depend in general on particular cir- 
eumstances, and which are not to be extended.” 


We venture to assert that magistrates do not, either 
by their previous training or their position, constitute a 
proper tribunal by which cases involving considerations 
such as those we have mentioned can be satisfactorily 
determined ; and further, that some of the expressions 
made use of, such as “ watch,” “ beset,” “follow per- 
sistently,” are (unless most guardedly construed, as they 
can only be construed by properly trained and unbiassed 
judges) open to be abused by most improperly-made 
convictions. At all events, they aim a direct though 
insidious blow at the means which must almost be 
necessarily taken to carry out the main objects of 
societies declared by the same enactment not to be 
illegal. 

We have occupied so much space with our remarks on 
the criminal provisions of the bill, that we shall be able 
to do little more than glance cursorily at the civil provi- 
sions (important as they are). Their main object is to 
place agreements directly concerning unions on the 
same footing as contracts of imperfect obligation ; that 
is, they are to be, not in any way illegal, but not enforce- 
able by any Court—thus resembling, for instance, con- 
tracts void for want of consideration, and in some points 
resembling clubs. This scheme seems to us an advanta- 
geous one. The notion of a court of equity granting an 
injunction to prevent a master employing men because 
he had entered into a bond not to open his mill except 
upon certain terms, would be as absurd as that the funds 
of unions should not be protected because their rules 
contemplate the possibility of a strike. Yet if these con- 
traets were valid at law it is difficult to see how such a 
consequence could be avoided. The 6th section provides 
that the Friendly Societies and Companies Acts shali not 
apply to unions; the remainder of the bill is devoted, as 
we have already stated, chiefly to the means of regis- 
tering unions, and the results of such registration. There 
is, however, a provision in the 8th and 9th sections 
which shows that the draughtsman of this part of the 
bill was not very conversant with the principles of these 
societies. All trades unions are divided into branches, 
and éach branch has the control over a certain por- 
tion of the funds, has its own meetings, books, 
&c., but one of the main objects of these societies is that 
all the property belongs to the union, and not to the 
branches, which are not independent unions, but local 
divisions for the purposes of convenience. In fact, to 
prevent the possibility of a branch seceding is one of the 
chief desires of the union. The bill, however, in the sec- 
tions we have mentioned which give powers to purchase 
land, &c.,and vest the property of the funds in trustees, 
gives the power to purchase and vests the property in 
the branch trustees as well as in. the general trustees. 
This, however, is a mistake which can, no doubt, easily 
be corrected, and we have only called attention to it to 
show in what way Actes of Parliament are sometimes 
prepared. 

The House of Commons has, as our readers will re- 
member, decided on the second reading of the bill with- 
out @ division, but from the tone of the debate it seems 
probable that some of the questions to which we have 
relerred will be rather hotly contested in committee; 
indeed, Mr. Mundella has pledged himself to move that 
the 3rd section be altogether omitted. The bill, however, 
as it stands at present—whatever may be the result of 
ite passage through committee and through the House of 
Lorda—seems to us a meritorious effort towards the im- 
provement of the law affecting trade societies, whilst 





we consider it a valuable principle that some contracta,, 
though perfectly lawful, and entered into by persons sui: 
juris, should be recognised as not being enforceable by 
our Courts. Still, we must admit that it is, as was. 
pointed out by Mr. Jessel in the course of the debate, a. 
principle hitherto unknown to our Legislature. 





THE LIMITS OF BANKRUPTCY JURISDICTION. 


The question—over whom has an English Court of 
Bankruptcy, jurisdiction ?—is one of great importance 
and great difficulty. In Sir Colman O’Loghlen’s case (Zr: 
parte O’Loghlen, Re O’Loghien, 19 W. R. 459), the ques- 
tion was touched but not decided. The facts were that Sir- 
Colman O’Loghlen, a gentleman domiciled and ordinarily 
residing in Ireland, had an office in England where he. 
discharged the duties of Judge Advocate-General. He was. 
served tn Ireland with a debtors summons issued out of 
the English Court of Bankruptcy; he disobeyed the sum- 
mons, and on the ground of this disobedience was ad- 
judicated a bankrupt by one of the registrars. On appeal! 
the Lords Justices annulled the adjudication on. the- 
ground that the service of the debtor summons out of the- 
jurisdiction, though made in pursuance of an order of the 
Court, was wholly irregular; that the debtor was under 
no obligation to obey it, but might wholly disregard it as. 
a mere nullity; and that, therefore, no act of bankruptcy 
had been committed. Thisdecision is manifestly sound. 
It is clear that no Court has any power to issue process. 
beyond the local limits of its jurisdiction unless specially 
empowered to doso, And while service of a bankruptcy 
petition out of England, in certain cases, is provided for by 
the Bankruptcy Rules, there is nothing either in the Act or 
the rules giving any power to serve a debtors summons. 
abroad. 

But a question of much more difficulty was discussed 
in the case—viz., supposing the service to be within the 
jurisdiction, what otber conditions, if any, are necessary 
to give validity to the summons and make disobedience 
to it an act of bankruptcy? And the further question, 
closely connected with this, must inevitably occur to 
everyone who reads the case—viz., what are the neces- 
sary conditions to give jurisdiction in bankruptcy 
generally. 

From the days of Elizabeth down tothe year 1861 the 
bankrupt laws applied only to traders; and they were 
held to apply only to persons who traded in England, 
that is to say, traders some part of whose trade—buying,. 
selling, importing, or some other such act—was.in this 
country, and, therefore, within the jurisdiction of the 
Court. Secondly, the whole bankrupt laws were in early 
times guasi-criminal in their character. And, probably 
partly for this reason, and partly from certain peculiarities 
in the wording of the old Acts, it became settled that to 
give jurisdiction in bankruptcy the act of bankruptcy 
must have been committed in England. The two condi-- 
tions, therefore, of bankruptcy jurisdidtion in old times: 
were that the bankrupt should have traded in orto England, 
andshould havecommitted an actof bankruptcy in England. 
No other qualifications existed. The nationality of the 
bankrupt never, except for a short interval, made any 
difference. His domicile, residence, and place of business 
might be foreign or English. It was not even necessary 
that he should be in England at the time bankruptcy 
proceedings were taken. One of the most ordinary acts 
of bankruptcy was departing the realm. Indeed, the 
ancient idea of on aot of bankruptcy was an act by 
which, to defeat his creditors, the debtor withdrew him- 
self out of reach of the ordinary processes of the law. 
The fact that he could not be reached by those ordinary 
processes was the very ground of the whole prodeedings. 

There is no reason that we can see for su that,. 
in the case of traders, any different rule will hereafter 
be acted upon from that which has heretofore prevailed, 
except where statute has made any alteration. It may 
be assumed, we think, that in such cases there must still 
ordinarily be a trading and an act of bavkruptey withia 
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the jurisdiction. But since 1861 non-traders are liable 
to bankruptcy, And whatare the limitations of jurisdiction 
in their case? It may probably be assumed that, as a 
. general rule, to give jurisdiction to an English Court 
there must be an act of bankruptcy in England. But is 
nothing more required ? It seems a harsh law that if a 
foreigner, while for one moment in England, does some 
Act which English law calls an act of bankruptcy—for 
instance, executes an assignment for the benefit of credi- 
tors, or absents himself, that is to say, avoids meeting a 
creditor—he should at once become liable to be made 
bankrupt by an English Court. But, further, by the 
express words of the Act, some acts of bankruptcy may 
be committed abroad as well as in England. Forinstance, 
it is an act of bankruptcy to make, “in England or else- 
where,” either an assignment for the benefit of creditors, 
or a fraudulent conveyance. In such cases it seems 
plain that some new qualification must be introduced; 
otherwise a Scotchman, a Frenchman, or a native of 
India, who has never been in England in his life, may be 
made bankrupt here for an act done in his own country. 
This would be so monstrous a result that it will cer- 
tainly, we think, be avoided by some method of interpre- 
tation or other. The two conditions or limitations of 
jurisdiction most likely to be considered, and probably 
the only two at all likely to be ultimately adopted, are— 
first, residence of the debtor within the jurisdiction; and, 
secondly, presence of the debtor within the jurisdiction 
at the time of proceedings instituted. But residence 
used never to be requisite in the case of traders; there 
seems no ground for saying that the law is changed in 
their case, and there are no words in the Act expressly 
indicating any intention to establish different conditions 
for traders and non-traders. And, moreover, section 59 in 
terms gives the London Court jurisdiction over persons not 
resident in England, though nothing is said as to the 
circumstances under which it can be exercised. And as 
to presence in England at the date of petition, this used 
not formerly to be necessary, as we have seen, in the case 
of traders; and rule 66 expressly provides for service of 
the petition where the debtor is notin England. The 
question is full of difficulty, and it is impossible to foresee 
with certainty what solution it will ultimately receive. 
But it may, perhaps, be predicted with some confidence 
that, at any rate in the case of acts of bankruptcy com- 
mitted by non-traders out of England, the English Courts 
will only assume jurisdiction where the debtor resides in 
England; and, also, that proceedings against a person at 
the time out of England will only be allowed when he 
ordinarily resides in England. 

The question of jurisdiction to issue a debtor summons 
is not less difficult. Presence of the debtor in England is 
necessary, for there can be no good service abroad. But 
is this all that is requisite, as in the case of an ordinary 
writ of summons, or is something further needed ? and, 
if so, what? ‘Take the case of a trader first—must he 
be resident in England ? or is it enough, as in bank- 
ruptey, that he should have traded to Hngland, though 
residing abroad? And, in the case of a non-trader, is 
residence in England necessary? If not, what is re- 
quired to give jurisdiction? It may be colleeted from 
the judgment of James, L.J., in Sir Colman O’Loghlen’s 
case, that'in the case of a non-trader that learned judge 
is inclined to hold residence in England necessary. 

It is lamentable carélessness to leave such questions 
doubtful in framing important Acts of Parliament. 





= ——— } 





Sir George Young and Mr. Frere, the Royal Commissioners 
speriniey to pgaire into the condition of tho ovolies of Demerara, 
Mr. old, Barrister-at-law, who was on the 

ion, have returned to England from Guiana. 


Tux County Treasurersuir or Dorsar.—The following 
a are candidates for this office, rendered vacant by the 

th of Mr. C, B. Henning :—Mr. Giles Symonds, solicitor, 
Town Clerk of Dorchester; Mr. George J. Andrews, and Mr. 
Edwin Burnett, solicitors, of Dorchester ; and Mr; C. Keats. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
WILL—SUBSTITUTED GIFT TO IssUE, 
Hobgen v. Neale, M.R., 19 W. BR. 143, L. R. 11 Eq. 48. 

Decisions on the construction of wills are not worth 
comment except when, as here, they mark some of the 
leading canons of will construction. 

There is no formula of testamentary disposition of 
more frequent recurrence than the gift to A. for life, and 
at A.’s death for distribution among a number of other 
persons, with a direction substituting their “issue” for 
such of these latter as may die before the tenant for life. 
Some of these latter persons pre-decease testator, leaving 
children or grandchildren, and then arise questions, can 
these children or grandchildren, as the case may be, take? 
These are among the commonest will questions which 
lawyers have to deal with, and on that account we no- 
tice this case. 

In Ive v. King (16 Beav. 45) Lord Romilly laid down 
the rule, that where the legacy is given after the death of 
A. to a class of persons with substitutionary gift to issue, 
&c.—then, since it is clear that the issue of an individual 
cannot take in substitution for him unless he himself 
might have taken, it follows that if an individual dies 
before testator his issue cannot take. The class is not 
ascertained till the death of the testator, and consequently 
the individual who predéceased testator never lived to 
rank in the class. Vice-Chancellor Wood, in endorsing 
Lord Romilly’s decision in Zve v. King, explained it in this 
manner, observing that “to determine whether the sub- 
stitutional bequest is to take effect upon the death of any 
particular individual, you must first inquire whether he 
was a member of the class at all” (Re Porter’s Trusts, 
6 W. R.$187, 4 K.& J. 191). But where, as the fact 
was in Ive v. King, and in the present case, the legacy 
is not to a class, but to a number of persons nominatim, 
there the testator has named an individual legatee, 
giving him an individual legacy with a substitutional 
gift to his issue, and consequently the issue take when- 
ever he dies, or else there would be a lapsed legacy. In 
the present case Lord Romilly was asked, but of course in 
vain, to re-consider his decision in Ive v. King. 

Another point on which we may note the present 
case is the less important question which sometimes 
arises: whether the persons who take under the substi- 
tutionary gift take as joint tenants or tenants in common. 
The word “ respectively,” like ‘‘ equally,” “ amongst,” &c. 
is in general read as a word of division, creative of a - 
tenancy in common (Re Moore’s Settlement, 10°W. RB. 
315). But in Re Hodgson’s Trusts, 2 W. R. 539,1 K.& J. 
178), Vice-Chancellor Wood pointed out that in these sub- 
stitutionary gifts there is reason to imagine testators as 
having employed the word “ respective” in an ordinary 
sense (“respective parents” to mean “own parents”) 
without implying any division. This decision is now 
followed by Lord Romilly. 

A third question which arises out of these gifts is on 
the meaning to be assigned to the word “issue.” As to 
this, the general rule, of course, is that “ issue” is to be 
taken in its largest sense to mean “issue ad infinitum ;” 
but there is the exception of a numerous class of cases in 
which the mention of “ issue” is coupled with a mention 
of the “parent” of such “issue;” so that the Court 
infers the testator to have used “ issue” to denote merely 
“‘ ghildren,” to the exclusion of grandchildren and remoter 
descendants. (See Sidley v. Perry, 7 Ves. 522, Pruen v. 
Osborne, 11 Sim. 182, and for a case in which this signi- 
fication of the word “ parent” was regarded as excluded 
by the context, Ross v. Ross, 20 Beav. 89). 


Monsy Lenpers—Unrarr DEALING. 
Tyler v. Yates, V.C.S., 19 W. RB, 118, 


Vice-Chancellor Stuart seems to have a monopoly of bills 
filed against professional money lenders, and it is not sur- 
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prising that that should be so, since the first cases reported 
in his court after the Sales of Reversions Act, 1868 (31 & 32 
Vict. c. 4), showed that the Vice-Chancellor had entirely 
missed an important question on the operation of the Act, 
and, indeed, on the general policy of the Court of Chancery 
in such matters. The Act abolished the old rule * which 
threw on purchasers of reversions the onus of proving 
that they had not given undervalue, even though the 
purchase might have been effected in the most open and 
honest manner possible, and might be untainted by the 
remotest suspicion of fraud—by enacting that no purchase 
of a reversion made bond fide and without fraud or unfair 
dealing should be set aside merely on the ground of 
undervalue. The question which Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
seems unable to perceive, is whether or no it is “ mala 
jides or fraud or unfair dealing,” within the meaning of 
this reservation, to take advantage of a man’s mere im- 
providence? No doubt itis fraud to take advantage of 
youth and inexperience or a fiduciary character;. but 
suppose a middle-aged rvoué, experienced enough in the 
ways of the world, comes to a money-lender and says, 
“T must have money,” and the usurer takes advantage of 
the wretch’s infatuation to exact sixty per cent., which the 
other pays rather than Jack the means of prosecuting his 
career, is that fraud, &c., within the meaning of the Act? 
Scarcely, on the general principles on which the Court 
decides what is or is not fraud. Vice-Chancellor Wood’s 
remark in Tynte v. Beavan (18 W.R. 172, 2 H. & M; 295) 
reads as though he would have considered Colonel Tynte’s 
age and experience a ground for refusing him relief had 
not his interest been reversionary (the case was before 
the Act). Lord Chelmsford, in Webster v. Cooke (15 
W. R. 1001), decided the very question by declining to 
relieve a plaintiff against sixty per cent., because he was 
a man of mature age and well acquainted with the 
ways of the world, especially those of money-lenders. 
This precise question has never yet come before Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart ; but he has had several cases in 
which advantage had really been taken of the plaintiff’s 
youth and inexperience, and which were undoubted cases 
for the Court to relieve; and in deciding these cases, the 
Vice-Chancellor seems always to have deemed it his 
duty to run amuck at Lord Chelmsford’s judgment in 
Webster v. Cooke, pronouncing it a decision which he 
cannot accept as authoritative. (See, besides the present 
case, Wyatt v. Cook, 16 W. R. 502, and Miller v. Cook, 18 
W. R. 1061.) It is a pity that Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
shouid persist in tilting at Webster v. Cooke, because the 
process has been entirely unnecessary for the purposes of 
the cases before himself, which were radically different 
in circumstances. In the present case the Vice-Chan- 
cellor finds fault with Webster v. Cooke on the question 
whether or not the interest in that case was or was not 
a reversion. It is very possible that Lord Chelmsford 
may have erred in considering that the increase of an 
existing interest by the falling in of a jointure charge, 
was not a reversionary interest within the policy of the 
general rule, but since the Act that point is of small im- 
portance. What we have again been at the pains to 
point out is, the error of the Vice-Chancellor in ignoring 
the question above mentioned in his quarrel with Webster 
vy. Cooke, an error which is all the more likely to mislead 
because the decisions in which it is displayed are un- 
doubtedly correct in result. 


COMMON LAW. 

IMPOSSIBILITY OF PERFORMING CONTRACT—PENALTIES 
on Non-PeRroRMANCE—NON-EXTENSION OF TIME 
BY ARCHITECT. ' 

Jones v. St. John’s College, Oxford, QB., 19 W. RB: 276. 


It cannot be said that any new principle of law of | 


general application is laid down in this case, but it: is 
worth notice as a decision upon the construetion of a 
building contract containing stipulations which hitherto 


* Videl2 8. J. 670, 


| have been common, though probably they will be less go 

in future. The Court decided that by the contract in 
question the plaintiff, the builder, had placed himself’ 
entirely at the mercy of the other party by contracting 
under penalties to do all the work, together with all ad. 
ditions, within a certain time, unless the architect ex.. 
tended the time ; so that, although it was impossible to 
complete the additions in the time, and this was known 
when the additions were ordered, yet there having been 
no extension of time, the penalties were recoverable. 
In a previous case ( Westwood v. The Secretary of State 
for India, 11 W. R. 261), the Court upon factsentirely, and 
pleadings almost entirely, identical with the present, had 
come to a different conclusion. The grounds of this 
former decision do not, however, very clearly appear, and 
the Gourt now say that the point was not there raised 
by the pleadings. Whether this was so or not appears 
more than doubtful. Both in the report, in 11 W. R. 
261, and in 7 L. T. N. S. 736, it is stated that there was 
a rejoinder in the line of pleadings relating to the set-off’ 
for penalties, to the effect that no extension of time had 
been granted. It may be, of course, that this rejoinder 
did not, by reference to the pleadings in the other line, or 
otherwise, incorporate the clause in the contract, which. 
provided that in the absence of an extension the addi- 
tion should: be completed within the original time. Still, 
it is clear that there was a rejoinder intended to raise 
the very point; and Lush, J., is wrong if he said, as he is. 
reported to have done, that the pleadings in this line 
stopped short of a rejoinder. 

It is therefore somewhat questionable whether the 
Court was not, in the present case, bound by a prior 
authority. On the assumption, however, that they were 
not so bound, the decision is probably correct. It is 
clear law that a man may bind himself by a contract, 
under which he shall be at the mercy of the other party,. 
or which may prove impossible to perform, 


As said in Roberts v, The Bury Improvement Commis- 
sioners (L. R. 5.0, P. 326,18 W. R. 708), by Blackburn 
and Mellor, JJ., the Courts ought not to give a construc- 
tion to a contract which would have the effect of placing 
one party at the mercy of the other, unless it is pretty 
clearly expressed, The Courts will lean to a contrary 
construction, but if the words are clear then they will 
give effect to them. Where an absolute obligation is 
imposed on a party by his own contract, impossibility of 
performance does not excuse non-performance so as to 
prevent his being liable to damages. It is, of course,. 
otherwise in the case of obligations imposed by law, and 
not by contract. In these cases impossibility excuses 
non-performance, or rather, perhaps, it is more correct 
to say that proof of impossibility of performance disproves 
the existence of the obligation which otherwise would, 
under the circumstances, have been imposed. 


The only case in which impossibility excuses non -per-- 
formance of a contract is where it can be established that 
the contract is not absolute, but made upon the condition, 
express or implied, that the performance of it remains 
possible. Such a condition, where not expressed, is not 
usually implied, but in some cases, a condition having 
this effect may be implied; as, for instance, a contract. 
for the letting of a music-hall has been held made upon 
the implied condition that the hall was in existence when 
the time came for which it was let (Zuylor v. Cardwell, 
11 W. R, 726, 3 B. & S; 826, 838; see also Appleby v. 
Myers, L. R. 2 0. P..651; Boast v. Firth, 17. W. BR. 29,. 
L. BR. 40. P.1). In the case we have been considering 
it was argued on the part of the plaintiff that the 
principle of these latter cases (which, however, do 
not seem to have been quoted) applied, and that the- 
contract was not absolute, but subject to an implied condi- 
' tion that no orders should be knowingly given with 
| which it was impossible tocomply. The Court, however,. 
| held otherwise, Hannen, J., remarking that it would be 
| impossible to supply words to bind a man to an absolute 
' contraet if those before the Court didnot. 
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BANKRUPTCY. 

BILL OF SALE—PRIoRITY—AcT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
fia parte Allen and Page, Re Middleton, Bacon, C.J., 
19 W. R. 274. 

The material facts of this case were as follows:—On 
the 10th February, 1870, Middleton was indebted to 
Allen in the sum of £340, as security for which he held 
a bill of sale upon Middleton’s farming stock, household 
goods, &c. On that day Middleton gave him a fresh bill 
‘of sale of the same property to secure the old debt of 
£340 and a fresh advance then made of £50. This bill 
of sale was duly registered. 

On the 28th February, 1871, Middleton borrowed £752 
of Page, and gave him a bill of sale of the same property 
to secure this advance of £752 and an old debt of £375. 
‘This bill of sale was duly registered, and on the 21st 
“March possession was taken under it. 

On the 5th April, 1870, Middleton was adjudicated 
*ankrupt. 

Allen, Page, and the trustee in bankruptcy all claimed 
the goods. 

As to the trustee’s claim, inasmuch as both the bills of 
‘sale had been registered, and under one of them posses- 
sion had also been taken, it was clear that he could 
derive no benefit from the Bills of Sale Act (17 & 18 
Vict. c. 36). But he sought to set aside both the bills of 
sale as acts of bankruptcy, on the ground that they 
‘included substantially the whole of the debtor’s property, 
and that in the one case the principal consideration was 
an old debt, the fresh advance being but small, and 
in the other case the fresh advance, though considerable, 
was made only to pay off another creditor. The general 
rule of law on this subject is pretty clear—viz., that an 
assignment even of the whole of debtor’s property to a 
single creditor is not an act of bankruptcy, if a substan- 
tial new advance be made as part of the consideration 
for it; Button v. Cruttwell, 1 E. & B. 15; and 
there could not be much doubt that the present 
case fell within the rule. 


of.the unfortunate decision in Graham v. Chapman (12 


‘0, B. 85), a case which may, we think, now be regarded 


as for all practical purposes overruled (see Leman v. 
Buaton, 19 W. R. 441). 

As to the priority of title between the holders of the 
two bills of sale, Bacon, C.J., had no hesitation in deciding 
that the earlier bill of sale must prevail. That bill of 
gale passed the legal estate to the holder of it. And the 
subsequent seizure under the later bill of sale could not 
divest it. 

This decision was clearly right, But it would seem 
that if the first bill of sale had not been registered, the 
decision must have been the other way. It is true that 
as between the holders of successive bills of sale (so long 
as no third persons are in question) neither registration 
nor seizure is necessary to complete the title. The Bills 
of Sale Act does not apply to such a case; and as at 
common law the execution of the bill of sale passes the 
property, the earlier title must in such a case prevail. 
But Richard v. James (15 W. R. 580) decided that if 
there be two bills of sale, the first unregistered the second 
registered, and afterwards bankruptcy or an execution 
occur, then although the registration of the second bill of 
sale prevents the claim of the trustee or execution credi- 
tor from taking effect, still as the first bill of sale is by 
the Bills of Sale Act void as against the trustee or execu- 
tion creditor, it is void for all purposes, and therefore the 
*second bill of sale must prevail. 
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REVIEWS. 


A Treatise on the Statutes of Elizabeth Against Fraudulent 
. Conveyances, the Bilis of Sale Registration Acts, and the 
Law of Voluntary Dispositions of Property Independently of 
those Statutes; with an Appendix, containing the above 
Acts, and the Married Women’s Property Act, 1879; 
also some Unpublished Cases (1700—1733) from the Cope 
and Melmoth M.S. Reports. By Henry W. May, B.A., 
of Lincoln’s-inn. Barrister-at-Law. London: Stevens & 

Haynes. 

Questions arising out of the matters comprised in this 
title are a class among the very commonest with which 
lawyers are conversant, and on which, therefore, a reliable 
text-book must be heartily welcomed. There is that, too, 
which renders the subject one on which students are es- 
pecially liable to go astray, and necessitates the utmost 
intelligence and care on the part of the text-writer. A mere 
string of head-notes is a very low form of a law book, yet 
on some subjects such a book, if exhaustive of the cases, is 
most useful to practitioners. On a subject like that treated 
in this volume a book compiled on the stringing-of-head- 
notes principle could not fail to be anything but misleading. 
Some parts of the subject overlap each other ; between others 
there are distimctions, sometimes only partial, but which 
must be marked and allowed for. Whether a particular 
document or transfer of property is a fraudulent preference 
or not—or whether it is an act of bankruptcy or not—or 
whether or not it is characterised by actual intentional fraud, 
or whether or not by technical without intentional fraxd— 
are questions which must not be confused with each other; 
and looseness of statement or want of precise arrangement in 
the materials to which the inquirer will go for an answer 
will be simply fatal. In some parts, too, of the subject, such 
as the general principles applicable to voluntary alienations, 
apart from the statutes, it is well for a text writer to with- 
stand the temptation of endeavouring to screw out of the 
decided cases the utmost drop of narrowing and ruling autho- 


; rity, or to extract definitions from dicta which were never 
‘ meant to do more than enunciate principles. Examining 


The question, in fact, in it, as , 
in many other cases, was probably raised in consequence | 





Mr. May’s book, we find it constructed with an intelligence 
and precision which render it entirely worthy of being ac- 
cepted as a guide in this confessedly difficult subject. The 
subject is an involved one, but with clean and clear handling 
it is here presented as clearly as it could be. 

In the table of cases the plan is adopted of pripting in 
bracketed figures of a distinctive type the reference to the 
page at which a case is fully stated, or its topic receives it 
principal discussion. . This is a very useful method: it very 
often happens that the simplest clue to the part of the text- 
book which the practitioner needs is the name of some case 
which he happens to remember as associated with that 
particular part of the subject; in the present table of cases 
the number of these emphasised references might have been 
advantageously augmented. 

A reader who has perused our late article on Fraudulent 
Preference will probably wonder that Mr. May does not dis- 
cuss the questions there suggested as to the effect of the new 
Bankruptcy Act on certain questions of ‘‘ intentional’ fraud 
and the contrary. The author has been very clear in dis- 
pom gar between questions of ‘‘ fraudulent preference” 

nd questions of acts of bankruptcy: as to the latter he was 
perhaps omitted one or two cases, such as Jones v. Harder (9 
W. R. 248), which might have been inserted. On the 
whole he has produced a very useful book ofan exceptionally 
scientific character. 


Was Shakespeare a Lawyer? Being a Selection of Passages 
Srom ‘‘ Measure for Measure” and *‘ Alis Well that Ends 
Well,” which point to the Conclusion that the Author must 
have been a Practical Lawyer, and in which many 
Obscurities are Made Clear, and some Apparent Corrup- 
tions in the Text are attempted to be restored by an -Appli- 
cation of Knowledge of English Law. By H.T. London: 

Longmans, 

Many works have been written on speculative questions 
of this kind, attributing various specialities to Shakespeare; 
and several of these writers have addressed themselves to 
the “lawyer” controversy. The best-known disquisition on 
that de ent is Lord Campbell's, who, after examining 
many plays of Shakespeare's, comes to the conclusion that 
there is no conclusion to come to; and so, as faras “Lord 
Campbell is concerned, the charge is ‘‘ not proven.” H. T. 
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thinks that the lawyer question has never been properly 
attacked, and that he {can bring forward from two plays a 
quantity of fresh internal evidence only to be satisfactorily 
accounted for on the hypothesis that Shakespeare was once 
clerk to an attorney. He affects to discover in ‘‘ Measure 
for Measure” fifty-five and in the other play forty-three 
ages ‘‘which supply evidence more or less tive of 
hakespeare’s being well acquainted with English law; and 
not only so, but they prove that his thoughts were, as a 
practitioner’s, full of it.” 
When Claudio is made to say, 
*¢ The strength of our most mutual entertainment 
With character too gross is writ on Juliet,” 
H. T. considers that, as a lawyer’s clerk, Shakespeare makes 
reference to ‘‘ engrossing.” 

When Escalus, on being joined with Angelo as the Duke's 
Jocum tenens says,— 

“‘T shall desire you, sir, to give me leave to have free speech 
with you; and it concerns me to look into the bottom of my 
gee oa italics in each quotation are H. T.’s); “a power 

have, but of what strength and nature I am not yet in- 
structed ”’ — 

Few Shakespeare readers find any difficulty in com- 
prehen‘ling that Escalus is intimating the necessity of 
gauging the extent of his entrusted jurisdiction before ven- 
turing to act upon it ; but, queries H. T.—‘“‘ Was the poet 
thinking of the mark of pre-eminence enjoyed by the Lord 
Chancellor as the head of the legal body in that he rested on 
the woolsack whilst the other judges sat on benches?’ All 
H. T.’s suggestions are not as ridiculous as these, but for 
the most part they are conjecture gone mad. In one 
or two instances he has really suggested a very good varia 
fectio, though not bearing any reference to the legal 

mestion. The legal suggestions are very poor stuff. As to 

e merits of the question, ‘‘was Shakespeare a lawyer,” 
we are inclined to the opinion of a common law judge at 
whose table we once heard Lord Campbell’s book discussed 
shortly after its appearance. ‘‘All I can say is, that if 
Lord Campbell can show that Shakespeare was a lawyer, I'll 
undertake to show that he must have been a bishop.” 
ha neta ag seems at home in every department of know- | 








COURTS. 


ASSIZES. 
NorTHERN Circvir. 
MANCHESTER. 

March 9.—Contempt of Court. 


On the opening of business this day ene) one of 
the jury called the attention of his Lordship (Mr. Justice 
Willes) to the following letter respecting the case which 





had appeared in that morning’s Examiner and Times news- 


paper :— 
“ Regina v. Quinn. 
“To the Editor of the Examiner and Times. 

“ Sir,—Will you allow me to state with reference to your 
report of a garotte case at the assizes, Regina v. Quinn, 
headed ‘ Neglect in a Prosecution,’ that Mr. Justice Willes 
subsequently decided to allow ‘ the costs of the prosecution,’ 
and to rescind his ‘order that the witnesses should forfeit 
their recognisances’ ? The brief in the case, which I had the 
honour to hold, was very carefully prepared. Blame attaches 
to the policeman in charge of the witnesses, Joseph Thorpe, 
and to him alone, Although he knew that the case of 
Regina v. Quinn would next be called on, he allowed the 
witnesses to wander away from the assize courts during the 
adjoernment for luncheon. As stated in your report, the 
witnesses were in waiting prior to the adjournment, and, as 
Mr. Justice Willes semmaed, that only made the matter 
* worse’ for the policeman, ‘ who should have kept the wit- 
nesses together.’ His neglect of duty will be 
breught by Mr. Superintendent Williams under the 
notice of the Salford Watch Committee, and it is to be 
hoped that they will impose a fine sufficient to deter 
Salford policemen from allowing their witnesses to escape. 
As for the prosecuting solicitors, their discharge of their 
onerous and ill-rewarded duties is most satisfactory, and Mr. 
Cawley will propose an amendment to the Public Prose- 
cators Bill which will except Salford from its provisions, and 
obviate the necessity of appointing any other public prose- 





cutors for Salford than the Messrs. Foyster. I cannot 





conclude this letter without expressing my regret that the 

policeman’s neglect of duty should have led to a verdict so 

contrary to the evidence as that which the jury delivered, 

I cannot account for the verdict of ‘ not guilty ’—which set 

loose upon society a notorious offender, who had just served 

five years in a reformatory, and whose guilt was conclu- 
sively proved—except on the hypothesis that the jury 
deliberated under a feeling of irritation at their having 

locked up by the judge. I am happy to say that none of 
the jury came from Salford or from the city of Manchester, 

Their addresses, which I obtained from Mr. Shuttleworth, 

are Tong-cum-Haulgh, Denton, Bury, Little Bolton, 

Withington, Moss Side, and Rusholme.—I am, sir, your 

faithful servant. Wittram THomas Cuaruey,” 

His Lordship, after reading the letter attentively two or 
three times, asked if Mr. Charley was in court, and one of 
the bar saying he believed Mr. Charley was in the library, 
his lordship despatched a messenger to request him to attend 
in court ; the messenger however returned without having 
been able to find Mr. Charley. 

His Lordship, after waiting some time, addressed the 
bar in the following terms:—I am sorry to mention this 
matter. I address the bar, and I make no obervations 
except of a neutral character at present, until the gentleman 
to whose conduct a member of the jury has just directed my 
attention is in court, and has an opportunity to speak for 
himself; but I deeply regret to say that my attention has 
been called to a letter in one of this morning's papers, pur- 
porting to come from a member of the Northern Circuit, of 
which at present I shall only say that in my experience, now 
rather long, it is wholly unprecedented; and I abstain 
from any further remarks at present, for it is a letter of 
such character, that I cannot, upon the bare appearance 
of it in the paper, without having an acknowledgment 
from the gentleman himself from whom it purports to 
come, believe it to have come from a member of the honour- 
able profession to which we all belong ; and I only mention it 
now for the purpose of saying that I must press for the 
attendance in court of the gentleman whose name purports 
to be signed to that letter—Mr. William Thomas Charley. 
As at present advised it appears—and it is right that I 
should say so at once—that that letter, if signed by that 
gentleman, amounts—again speaking neutrally in his ab- 
sence—to a gross contempt of this court, and this is one 
of the very painful moments one has to undergo as a judge; 
and I should trust that if assured by some gentleman 
present that it is his letter, he may be induced to offer 
such explanation and retractation of the letter as will make 
it unnecessary that any further notice should be taken of 
it in this place. 

Shortly afterwards, Mr. Superintendent Williams attend- 
ing in court, 

is Lorpsuir said.—I hope that it is not true that you 
are going to take a charge against a policeman who was 
here the other day’in the case of The Queen v. Quinn. 

Superintendent Williams.—It is not true, my lord. I 
have simply named it to the chief constable. 

His Loxpsurr.—Then you say it is not true ? 

Superintendent Williams.-—It is not true, my lord. 

His Lorpsuir.--I think it right to make these remarks, 
in order to prevent, as far as I can, the gross injustice which 
may follow from the charges ‘‘sputtered” about upon 
everybody connected with this case, except one or two. 
There is no ground for proceeding against that policeman 
whatever. He was here, and was bound to do his best, 
and tried todo his best to get the witnesses into court. He 
gave an excuse, upon which I made no remark at the time. 
He looked to me a very active officer, 

Superintendent illiams.—Mr. Charley named _ the 
matter to me yesterday, and I said, with reference to what 
he had stated, that I should feel it my duty to name what he 
had said to the chief constable. 

His Lorpsuir.—Well, give my compliments to the ehief 
constable, and say that there is no ground whatever for 
pent ling against thatman. It is most unwarrantable and 
spiteful. 

"Sater in the day his apres again adverted to the 
matter. He said.—I think it right, before proceeding with 
the next case, to mention, with reference to what 1 men- 
tioned this morning respecting the letter which was brought 
under my notice by one of the jurymen, that I propose not 
to make any remarks u it at present in the absence of 
Mr, Charley. I was in hopes that Mr. Charley would have 
appeared in his place at the bar in consequence of what I 
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‘said this morning, and I still hope that before any further 
notice is taken of the matter he will appear in his place at 
the bar, and make some statement which will render any 
further notice of this document unn . Ido not 
wish to make any remark upon it at present beyond correct- 
ing, as I have already done, the injustice which has been 
done'to a policeman. That I was obliged to do, lest the 
man should improperly suffer by any delay here in noticing 
this matter, but this is almost all that need now be said of it, 
veyond stating that that letter is unquestionably a great 
contempt of this court, and that the letter is wholly unpre- 
cedented as coming from a member of the bar. I should 
hope that, if this letter really be Mr. Charley’s—although I 
cannot assume it at present until Mr. Charley admits him- 
self the author of it—if it, however, be the production of 
that gentleman, I should hope that he will appear, and 
‘appear as speedily as possible, in court to make some state- 
ment which will render any further observation from the 
bench unnecessary. 

Before the rising of the court, Mr. Charley, accompanied 
by Mr. J. B. Aspinall, Q.C., and Mr. Higgin, Q.C., came 
into court. 

Mr. Aspinall said—I appear before your Lordship on 
behalf of the bar, who have requested me to make a state- 
ment in reference to a matter which has occurred in this court 
this morning, The attention of most of us had been called 
early this morning, perhaps before your Lordship’s attention 
was called to it, to the appearance in the newspapers of a 
letter, signed by Mr. Charley, a member of the bar and of 
the Northern Circuit. I believe there was no gentleman at 
the bar who, upon reading the letter, did not come to the 
conclusion that it was unprecedented in its character, and 
that it was an unwarrantable letter for a member of the bar 
to have written ; and, moreover, even supposing such letter 
to have been written, it was to be condemned with reference 
to several expressions which were contained init; and in 
point of fact every member of the bar, I think, had anticipated 
that which your Lordship is understood to have said about 
it. I have said so much because I have been requested to 
‘do so on the dg of the profession to which I belong. It is 
unnecessary that I should say more, because my friend Mr. 


Charley is epered to say to your Lordship what I am sure 


all of us who know him would have expected him to say. 
He has come to the conclusion to which we ourselves have 
come, and I have no doubt, when you have heard him, you 
will find it was an act done by him not without consideration, 
but in a moment of excitement and without investigation. 
He regrets on his own part, as much as the bar on their part 
regret, that such a thing should have happened. 

Mr. Charley then came forward, and said that he felt, upon 
reflection, that the letter could not bejustified, and that it was 
a mistake ; and he asked his Lordship’s leave in the most 
formal manner to withdraw it, and to express his regret at 
having written it, and trusted his Lordship would accept 
this explanation and apology in the spirit in which it was 
offered. 

His Lorpsu1r.— When that letter was brought under m 
notice I read it with very great pain, and I also read it with 
very great concern. I need not give reasons for the former 
feeling, but my reason for feeling so deep concern was that it 
would be bo for juries, who are judges of matters 
6f fact in these courts, to discharge their duty if they 
were subject to criticisms of the description contained 
iin the letter. For myself, sitting here as a judge, and 
filling a public oltice, i hola myself open to ail criticism, 
and shall ever invite it, and be prepared to meet it as 
best I may. But with respect to the jury, who come 
here and give their unbought services—services of the last 
importance, and without which the governnient of the 
country could not be carried on—to be subject to such 
remarks as are contained in that letter is not to be 
heard of or allowed fora moment. I abstain from saying 
anore with respect to the case which drew forth the remarks 
than to say that it was one in which, in my judgment, it 
‘was open to the jury, upon the evidence, to form an honest 
and intelligent opinion of their own, and to deliverthe verdict 
which they did. It was for them to say what they thought, 
and they did so, [ believe, with perfect honesty, intelligence, 
and manliness. I desire to abstain, and I purposely abstain, 
from saying anything more about the letter, because whatever 
pain I may have felt in it is, Lmay say, entirely dis- 
placed by the satisfaction which I have had in hearing the 
author of the letter in court do that which is the next best 





thing to not making a blunder or doing wrong—as soon as 
he is satisfied he has done one or the other, manfully con- 
fess it, and admit that he regrets what has been done. 
shall only add that Mr. Charley has conducted himself as I 
had hoped he would, and as becomes a member of an 
honourable profession. I am obliged to Mr. Aspinall and 
the bar for making the statement they did ; it was what I 
expected from them; and I think Mr. Charley has done a 
handsome thing in admitting that that which he wrote in a 
moment of spleen was wrong, and ought not to have ap- 
peared. 





COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lrxcoun’s- Inn FIEtps. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Rock, acting as Chief Judge.) 
March 7.—Bergel v. Gerothwold, 
Debtor’s Summons—Bond. 

In this case a debtor’s summons had been issued, and the 
defendant had made an affidavit denying the debt. He 
thereupon applied for an order dismissing the summons, 
but at the hearing Mr. Registrar Roche ordered him to find 
a bond, with sureties, within 21 days, for payment of the 
amount of the plaintiff’s claim. 

Ince now moved upon affidavit to restrain further pro- 
ceedings in bankruptcy. The plaintiff's claim was in the 
nature of a balance on certain speculative transactions in 
stock, and it appeared that since the order for security the 
defendant had brought an action for breach of contract, 
certain stock having been sold without his authority. All 
the defendant desired was that the proceedings should 
be restrained until he had the opportunity of trying the 
action. According to the practice in equity where a debt 
was in doubt, the Court would not allowa winding-up order 
to go against a company until the result of proceedings 
to try the question had become known, The defendant 
here was a foreigner, and could not find the desired secu- 
rity. He was willing to be put upon any terms as to the 
trial of the action. He submitted that the proceedings 
which had been taken in this case amounted really to an 
abuse of the process of the Court. He cited Re Catholic 
Publishing and Bookselling Company, 2 De G. J. & S. 116, 12 
W. R. 538 ; Re London Wharjing and Warehousing Company, 
35 Beav. 37 ; Griffith and Holmes, Bankrupt Law, p. 162. 

Reed, for the plaintiff, was not called upon. 

Mr. Registrar Rocue.—I must consider this application 
as an ingenious artifice to induce me to vary or rescind an 
order which I made now nearly three weeks since, after 
hearing all the facts of the case, and after considering the 
law as applicable to those facts. It then appeared that the 
defendant was a foreigner, aud I then said that the Court 
would not press hardly upon him. I gave him twenty-one 
days in order to find a bond. Since then an action has 
been brought of an entirely different description against 
Mr. Berge!, and now, at the very moment when the order 
would become absolute, I am asked to restrain further pro- 
ceedings. I refuse the application with custs. 

Solicitors for the debtor, Spyer § Son. 

Solicitors for the creditor, Ashurst ¢ Co. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
BraDForD. 
(From the Bradford Observer.) 
March 7.—The working of the new Bankruptey Act. 

Mr. DAnrEL, Q.C., Judge of the Bradford County Court, on 
taking his seat this day (Tuesday), said he wished to call 
the attention of those practising in that court, as well as the 
officials, to a report of an interview which a deputation in- 
augurated by the Manchester Heme Trade Association had 
had with the Lord Chancellor on the 25th of February last, 
with reference to certain amendments propesed and adopted 
ata conference of chambers of commerce and trade societies, 
held at the Westminster Palace Hotel respecting the opera- 
tion of the Bankruptcy Act of 1869, He had not seen the 
report at the time, or he should have taken the opportunity 
of alluding to the matter earlier, but he had men it at 
Burnley last week, and felt it his duty to say something here. 
The deputation was introduced by Sir Thomas Bazley, and 
rofessed to represent the northern counties, and, there- 
ore, Bradford and Burnley, and he supposed his dis- 
trict generally, would be supposed to be represented by the 
gentlemen present who alluded to certain practices which had. 
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sprung up in the courts in connection with bankruptcy 
business. It had always been his endeavour, and he be- 
lieved alse the endeavour of the officials in the courts with 
which he was connected, to administer the law in all its 
purity, and he had always striven to carry out as far as he 
could the 72nd section of the Act The deputation stated to 
the Lord Chancellor that the chief clerks of the registrars of 
some of the courts had been appointed receivers and subse- 
quently trustees, and that they actually taxed bills in their 
own cases, thereby enabling them to connive with solicitors 
in getting their bills leniently taxed, to the detriment of the 
creditors of the estate. Further, the deputation stated that 
the judges of the county courts, in some instances, though 
compelled by the Act to sit at least once a month, really 
only sat at intervals of six weeks, by fixing their courts at 
the end of one month and the beginning of another. He 
would leave those conversant with the practice in that eourt 
to say whether that could apply to Bradford. The depu- 
tation in question no doubt had good reasons for stating 
what they did, and he did not for one moment wish to im- 
pugn their veracity, but he had always desired that the busi- 
ness in his district should be conducted in a legitimate way, 
and he had confidence that such was the case. In an ar- 
ticle which appeared in the Solicitors’ Journal of Saturday 
Jast there were some comments on the pester referred to, 
and he wished to draw the attention of the profession to 
them. 

Mr. Dawson said that, on his own behalf, and he believed 
also on behalf of those who practised in that court, he might 
say that the abuses complained of by the deputation did not 
exist in that court, for in no single instance that he knew 
had any clerk of the registrar been appointed as receiver or 
trustee, nor had any bill of costs ever been taxed by a clerk. 

Mr. Terry said he fully agreed with all his friend Mr. 
Dawson had said, and he could assure his Honour that the 
practice of his court, under his supervision and under his 
direction, had given universal satisfaction. He wished that 
those who complained would more frequently enter the court, 
and see for themselves the working of the business transacted, 
and the frequent attendance of his Honour during each 
month, as shown by the number of days on which the Court 
sat. 

The Registrar said he wished to state in confirmation of 
what had fallen from Mr. Dawson and Mr. Terry, that in no 
single instance since the Act came into operation had his 
principal clerk, or any other clerk of his, been appointed 
either receiver or trustee in any matter of bankruptcy ; and 
that every bill of costs which had been taxed had been taxed 
by himself. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rosgrt Kenyon, Q.C., Recorder of Oswestry, has 
been elected Chairman of the Shropshire Court of Quarter 
Sessions, in succession to the late Sir Baldwin Leighton, 
Bart. Mr. Kenyon was the third son of the late Hon, 
Thomas re tae of Pradoe, Shropshire, for many years 


Clerk of Outlawries in the Court of King's Bench (who 
was the third son of the first Lord Kenyon, the Chief 
Justice), by Louisa Charlotte, second daughter of the late 
Rev. John Robert Lloyd, of Aston Hall, near Oswestry. 
He was born on the 13th January, 1807, and received 
his early education at the Charterhouse, whence he proceeded 
to Christchurch, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1828. 
He also graduated in civil law, and is now D.C.L. In No- 
vember, 1828, he was elected fellow of All Souls’ College, and 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in November, 
1834. He was appointed, in November, 1840, Judge and As- 
sessur of the Chancellor's Court of the University of Oxford, 
which office he held till November, 1859, when he was suc- 
ceeded by Mr. Montague Bernard, and has been Vinerian 
Professor of Common Law at the same University since No- 
vember, 1843, whieh office he still continues to hold. In June, 
1842, he was nominated to the Recordership of Oswestry, 
and was created a Queen’s Counsel, and became a Bencher of 
the Middle Temple, in November, 1862, Mr. Kenyon is a 
Justice of the peace for Shropshire, and has for the last fifteen 
years been Vice-Chairman of the Shropshire Court of 
Quarter Sessions, the chair of which court he has now been 
called upom to occupy. He married, in August 1846, Mary 
Eliza, daughter of Eiward Hawkins, Esq., F.R.8., ¥'.S.A., 
for some time Keeper fof Antiquities in the British 
Museum, by which lady he has » numerous family. 





Mr. Henry Serre Pace Winterxsoruam, barrister-at- 
law, and M.P. for Stroud,.has been appointed Under Secre- 
tary of State for the Home Department, in succession to 
Mr. G. J. Shaw Lefevre, who has become Secr to the 
Admiralty. Mr. Winterbotham is the second son of Lindsey 
Winterbotham, Esq., a banker, of Stroud, by Sarah Anne 
Selfe, daughter of the Rev. Henry Page. He was born on 
the 2nd of March, 1837, and has therefore only just com- 
pleted his thirty-fourth year. He was educated at the 
Amersham Grammar-school, Bucks, and afterwards at 
University College, London, where he matriculated in 1858, 
and graduated (with honours) as B.A, in 1856 and LL.B, in 
1859. He was Hume Scholar in jurisprudence in 1858,-and 
Hume Scholar in political economy in 1859, being elected 
University Law Scholar in the same year. In the exami- 
nations for the LL.B, degree he took the second place in 
conveyancing, the third ia equity, and was equal with 
another in Roman law. In 1860 he was elected fellow of 
University College, and in November of the same year was 
called to the. bar at Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Turnett Samvuet Sovurnearte, solicitor, of King’s 
Bench-walk, Temple, has been appointed Clerk and 
Superintendent Registrar of the Gravesend Board of 
Guardians, in succession to his deceased brother, Mr. F. T. 
Southgate. Mr. Tufnell Southgate, who was certificated in 
1858, had been for ten years previously in the office of his 
father, the late Mr. Francis Southgate (who was Clerk to 
the Gravesend Guardians for a great number of years), 
during which period he had charge of the poor law books. 
He has for some years practised in London as a parlia- 
mentary agent,and is a member of the Incorporated Law 
Society. 

Mr. Epwarp Aveustus Hitper, solicitor, of Harmer- 
street, Gravesend, has been appointed Clerk to the Graves- 
end and Milton Improvement Commissioners, which office 
was rendered vacant by the death of Mr. F. T. Southgate. 
The salary of the clerk has been fixed at £150 per annum, 
with such extra emoluments as may arise from the prepara- 
tion of contracts, &c., as heretofore ; but it has been directed 
that the fees derived from the licensing of hackney-carriages, 
drivers, &c., shall be paid into the town revenue account, 
Mr. Hilder was certificated in 1836, and holds the offices of 
replevey clerk for the county of Kent, high bailiff of the 
county courts of Gravesend and Durtford, and coroner for 
the sorough of Gravesend. He is a member of the Kent 
Law Society and of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

Mr. Frepertck Parker Morxext, M.A., solicitor, of 
Oxford, has been appointed Clerk to the Oxford School 
Board. The salary of the office has been fixed at £80 per 
annum, and the appointment is to continue for twelve 
months. Mr. Morrell is a son of Mr. F. Joseph Morrell, 
solicitor, and is a member of St. John’s College, Oxford, 
where he graduated B.A. in 1861. He was admitted in 1864, 
and is one of the coroners for the University of Oxford. 

Mr. Joun Warson, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been 
appointed Clerk to the School Board of that borough. Mr. 

atson was certificated in 1851, and holds the offices of 
Registrar of the Archdeaconry court of Nottingham and 
Deputy-Registrar of the Diocese of Lincoln, He isa mem- 
ber of the local firm of Watson & Wadsworth. 

Mr. JoseruH Gerrarp, of Bolton, Lancashire, has been 
oe a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknow- 
1 proved of deeds by married woman, in and for the county 
of caster. 





-— | 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Entering APPpgARANCES. 

Sir,—We may give a suitable caution to our co-prac- 
titioners in common law against a very common practice of 
delaying to enter appearances until the morning of the day 
following that within which the appearance may be entered 
after service of writ or order to proceed, by informing them 
that Mr. Justice Lush has expressed his opinion that a judg- 
ment signed concurrently with such appearance must pre- 
vail, and of eourse, as no record is kept of the time of the 
day at which appearances aro entered or judgments signed, 
it follows that a j t signed on the same day as the 
appearance is en must be deemed to be entered concur- 
rently. On this he refused to order a i ent 60 
entered up to be set aside, notwithstanding the plaintiff's 
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attorney knew that appearance was actually being entered 
at the. same moment, the defendant having neglected to 
enter ap| ce within the time limited in the order to pro- 
ceed, and designedly entering it after such time had expired. 

38, Bedford-row, London, March 14. T. & Co. 

{If a defendant delays to enter his’ appearance until 
after the proper day, he clearly does so at the’ risk of not 
being able to give notice of the appearance to the plaintiff's 
attorney before judgment is signed (Common Law Proce- 
dure Act, 1852, s. 29). In the case in question, clearly, no 
aotice of the appearance having been entered could have 
been given, but only notice that it was about to be entered, 
which would not be sufficient. Still, if the delay had not 
been intentional, no doubt the judge would have let in the 
defendant to defend.—Eb. 8S. J.} 





WIiLL.* 


Sir,—Perhaps you will allow me to state my opinion on 
the point raised by “ P. Q.”’ Shat the children of C. D., who 
were living at A. B.’s death, and those (if any) afterwards 

will be entitled to share the £900 legacy between 
them in exclusion of any children who may have died in 
A. B.’s lifetime. Ifthe two married daughters of C. D. pre- 
deceased the testator, neither their husbands nor their chil- 
dren will take any interest in the fund; but/if they sur- 
vived the testator, then their shares will go to their husbands 
and not to their children (Devisme v. Mello, 1 Bro. Ch. Ca, 
587; Browne v. Hammond, Johns. 212 n. a.; Bateman v. 
Roach, 2 Mod. 104; Ellison v. Airey, 1 Ves. Sen. 111; Bald- 
win v. Karver, Cowp. 309 ; Radcliffe v. Buckley, 10 Ves. 195; 
Pride v. Fooks, 7 W. R. 109, 3 De G. & J. 252). 

A Country Soxiciror. 





Tue Sramr Act, 1870. 

Sir—A power of attorney for general purposes is executed 
in India in December, 1870, and is received in London in 
January, 1871, after the new Stamp Act has come into 
operation. Having regard tou the fact that by the Act 
(section 15, sub-section 2a) two months’ time is allowed 
from the period of the arrival of a deed in this country to 
stamp it, whereas in the case of a deed executed here the 
two months run from its date, what stamp does this power of 
attorney require—30s. under the old law, or 10s. under the 
aew? It is clear that it could not be stamped until the new 
law had come into force. T.C. 8. 

March 16. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
March 10.—The Legal Presumption of Husband’s Control 


over Wife—Mrs. Torpey’s case.—Earl Stanhope drew atten- 
tion to this case. Surely if the principle of this legal pre- 
sumption was a sound one, it ought to be applied to all 
offences, small and great, but the truth was that it was 
found so repugnant to all ideas of equity and justice that 
4 wife should escape punishment for murder, if committed 
in the presence of the husband, that the presumption of law 
was there excluded and left only to cases of thiskind. If a 
woman committed an offence under the control of her hus- 
band, the fact could be proved in evidence, without any pre- 
sumption of law, in the same way that a child or an idiot 
escaped responsibility. A flagrant miscarriage of justice 
had certainly occurred, and he should much regret it if any 
attempt were made to defend a defective law by allegi 
the incompetency of the jury, for the jury were bound 
look to the general presumption of the law as laid down by 
the learned Recorder. There had been similar instances of 
legal absurdities, which, on the occurrence of flagrant cases, 
had been set aside, For instance, fines and recoveries ; 
prosecutions and exactions in the Ecclesiastical Courts pro‘ 
salute anime. He hoped to hear from the Lord Chancellor’ 
that it was his intention to apply a remedy here.—Lord 
Cairns asked if it was true that Martha Torpey made a 
statement when apprehended that she had been the author 
of the robbery, that her husband had acted under her 
ions. If so, was it put before the jury on 
part of the prosecution, and was it part of 
the evidence on which they acquitted the prisoner ?— 
The Lord Chancellor, having thanked Earl Stanhope, said 


eee 





* Ante, p. 382. 





the undoubted miscarriage of justice was owing not to a 
defeet in the law, but solely toa gross miscarriage on the 
part of the jury. It was quite true that the law presumed in 
the first: instance that when a wife committed crime in the 
presence of the husband, she was to be taken as doing so 
under his coercion and control. Exceptions had been made 
to the presumption (tending to impugn, the expediency of 
the law itself) in the case of manslaughter and murder, and 
there was also an exception, or, rather, an explanation—viz., 
that it being butja presumption, and presumption being a 
matter for the jury to take into consideration on the 
evidence, it may be rebutted by evidence. The jury, there- 
fore, in cases of theft, fraud, and robbery, were to presume 
coercion until the contrary was shown. The contrary might 
be shown by proving, as was clearly proved in this case, 
that the wifehad acted apart from her husband, and had 
taken part in the crime in his absence and free from his 
control. It was distinctly proved that Mrs. Torpey had 
written the fraudulent letter in the absence of her husband 
and without the possibility of his control, and that she had 
sent away the maidservant lest she should be witness of 
the robbery, also in the absence of her husband. The 
Recorder (who would have been in fault if he had put the 
case before the jury in the bare manner reported) told the 
jury distinctly what the law was; that though it was a 
presumption of law that the wife acted under her husband’s 
control, it might be rebutted by any evidence of-her sepa- 
rate and independent action in the matter; and he called 
their attention pointedly to the two circumstances of her 
having written the letter and turned away the maidservant 
in her husband’s absence. He put the case, indeed, ina 
way which made it impossible for the jury, if they exercised 
fair judgmert, to acquit the prisoner. The woman’s 
voluntary statement before the magistrate that she had 
planned the whole affair, was never brought forward in 
evidence, never having been communicated to the counsel 
for the prosecution. The case showed a very great failure 
of justice in consequence of the jury neglecting to observe 
the clear and precise ruling of the judge with reference to 
the rule of law and the evidence which pointed to it. As 
regards the law itself, Lord Colonsay, from whom he had 
received a communication, thought the Scotch law on this 
matter better than the English. In Scotland a woman may 
be acquitted on the ground of her husband's coercion, but 
there is no presumption one way or the other. He, himself, 
did not think it had been so in this case, but a presumption 
ight tend to mislead a jury if they were in the first place 
that there was a presumption, instead of it being left 
to them to say whether the woman was a free agent or was 
acting under corcion. He thought that state of the law 
preferable to the English ; but, after all, the question in- 
volved a large department of the law as to husband and 
wife—how far she should be allowed to act as a free agent 
in the disposal of her property, and other questions—and it 
would not be right on the spur of the moment, and ona 
single case, to hurry into an alteration of the law. It was 
quite right that the matter should be considered, but he 
could not at present give any pledge on the subject. 


March 14.—The Benefices Resignation Bill—Committee, — 
In clause 2 (Definitions) which proposed (inter alia) that when 
the bishop was in doubt about the party entitled to the 
| sa of a living, he might refer the question to the 

vernors of Queen Anne’s bounty, whose certificate should 
be conclusive, Lord Westbury obtained the omission of 
this part of the clause.—Clause 3 (limitation of Act), an 
amendment by Lord Cairns, excluding benefices under £300 
annual from the operation of the Bill, was negatived.— 
Clause 4 (Exemption from penalties) was amended by Lerd 
Cairns, to prevent parsons taking advantage of the Act 
from coming under the simony law.—Clause 5 provided for 
the carrying the enactment into effect in each case by the 
appointment of five commissioners, all of whom would in 
some cases be appointed by the bishop.—Lord Cairns ob- 
tained an amendment, that one of the five should be appointed 
By the chairman of quarter sessions, and that another 
should be the incumbent of the nearest parish church.— 
Clause 14 (effect of acceptance of other preferment on the pen- 
sion) was amended so as to empower the bishop to diminish 
the retiring pension in such cases.—Clause 15 (first fruits 
not to be due by new incumbent while pension to retiring 
incumbent lasts) was struck out. Some other amendments 
were made and the bill was reported. 


_ March 15,—The University Tests Biil was read a second 
Gs 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


March 10.—The Judicial Committee of the Privy, Council, 
—Mr. Watkin Williams asked the Secretary of State for the 
Home Department whether he was aware that the accumu- 
lation of arrears before the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council was greatly on the increase, to the. serious 
pecuniary loss of the suitors; and whether it was the in- 
tention of the Government to propose any measure in the 
present session to remedy this grievance.—Mr. Bruce said 
although the arrears were still considerable, they had re- 
cently rather decreased than increased. The Government 
intended to introduce a bill this session. 


The Marriage with Deceased Wife's Sister Bill was read a ; 


third time and passed. 


March 13.—The Army Regulation Bill.—Adjourned debate 
on the second reading. Again adjourned. 

The Stamp Act (1870) Amendment Bill.—Committee.— 
Mr. Crawford moved that it be an instruction to the com- 
mittee that they have the power further to amend the Stamp 
Act, 1870, in relation to bills payable at sight and voting 

roxies.— Sir J. Lubbock seconded.—The Chancellor of the 

xchequer could not consent. It would be highly incon- 
venient and contrary to all precedent to make such an 
alteration or declaration of the present law in a Stamp Act. 
He had had no opportunity of ascertaining the feeling of 
eommercial men upon the subject, but he would undertake 
to make inquiry, and if he found the feeling of the City as 
it had been represented he would undertake to give it effect ; 
but he protested against the matter being mixed up with the 
Stamp Laws. Mr. Gladstone moved the omission from the 
proposed instructions of the words ‘‘ bills payable at sight,” 
as a means ef obviating the difficulty. Mr. Gladstone’s 
amendment was carried by 84 to 31, aud the bill passed 
through committee, and was reported with amendments. 


March 14,.—The Land Transfer Act.—Mr. G. Gregory 
moved a resolution in favour of increased facilities for the 
declaration of title from the office of Land Registry. He 
traced the course of inquiry and legislation on this subject, 
and said that the Actof 1862, giving the Court of Chancery 
power to declare a title, remained a dead letter, and the 
other, Act of that year, which established a registry of 
titles, made registry subject to conditions which were fatal 
to its operation. A title must be shown to be indefeasible, 
and the boundaries of land must be mathematically de- 
fined. To make a titie indefeasible it must be traced back 
for sixty years, and it must be shown that all charges on the 
land had been met and had been duly and legally released, 
whereas in actual practice minute defects in title were 
disregarded, the purchaser being unwilling to go to the 
expense of clearing them up. The second condition of 
registration was that the boundaries of estates should be 
clearly defined, and notice of the intention to register was 
required to be given to all adjoining landowners and to all 
occupying tenants, a regulation that frequently entailed 
considerable expense and trouble. By rendering such notice 
imperative persons were encouraged to make adverse claims, 
and to revive those which had been long dormant. The 
third requirement was that all subsequent dealings with a 
registered estate should be registered, which in the case 
of the sub-division of land for building purposes was a 
great hardship upon poor people. The Royal Commission, 
an 1867, stated in their report, that purchasers only required 
a marketable and not an indefeasible title. He suggested 
that the operation of the present machinery of the Land 
Transfer Office, which at present could only be put into 
motion on condition that an indefeasible title could be shown, 
should be enlarged, and that eertificates should be granted 
in cases where an ordinary marketable title was shown, 
which should bear upon their faces certain reservations ex- 
hibiting whatever defects in the title might exist. He was 
certain that in most cases purchasers would be satisfied with 
such certificates, and if they were not, they would be able 
to get the defects cleared up at their own expense. If this 
proposal were adopted the large sums which were now spent 
in invest titles would be saved, and the transfer of 
land would be rendered far easier than it was at present.— 
Mr. Wren Hoskyns said the difficulty was really in conse- 
quence of the length of title that must be examined into, 
and so long as the title must be of that length it was almost 
impossible to place on the register a title which could be a 
matter of easy commercial transfer between man and man. 
It was a national misfortune that there were so few owners 
of land in England. In England a man might go into an 


} auction-room and bid for a piece of land, and the moment 
he had done so he found himself pl to rr 
equivalent to a positive lawsuit, whi ight 
over six months or two years, before he could realize 
actual proprietorship. It was a ay oe to a civilised State 
that there should not be a power of acquiring a portion of 
the land of the country on terms a little easier than was 
the case here at present. The attempt to register the muni- 
ments of title to land could only have the effect of burden- 
ing the register and making it more difficult to examine it. 
What was wanted was that the results should be registered, 
and that could not be accomplished unless they made up 


land. There now existed so many estates for life, extending 
to the next generation, before the actual ownership of the 
land was decided by the fee-simple. It had been said that it 
ought to be as easy to buy land as to buy a horse; but how 
would it be possible to buy a horse if the ownership of the one- 
half of it was in the one century and that of the other half 
was in another century, as was the case with land? The 
real impediment to the transfer of land was the immense 
period over which the ownership extended. That subject 
of the transfer of land was made too much of a lawyer's 
question. ‘They ought first to make the article itself 
transferable, and then its transfer would not be so 
difficult. The common charge against the Code 
Napoleon was that it subdivided the land to ex- 
cess, prescribing so much and leaving so little scope 
to testamentary power, but in this country we al- 
most imitated the mistakes of that code in a still more 
dangerous degree, though in.a different way, because we 
cut up the ownership of land into so many different 
deferred and complicated interests, breaking up the true 
interest into such a great variety of small estates, He 
wished to see the transfer of land facilitated in England, 
and the great sub-division of the interest in land put an end 
to by fee simple ownership becoming more common. In 
Denmark, he thought, and also in Russia, there was a prac- 
tice of retaining under the system of entails land which be- 
longed to ancient families who were looked up to with 
honour by the State; and in those cases exceptional entails 
were made. He did not see why a similar means mi 
not be used in this country for escaping from the great diffi- 
culty of any attempt to abolish or interfere with the right 
and practice of entail.—The Attorney-General said this sub- 
ject was under the consideration of the Government, and 
a Bill had been prepared to deal with it; but it was doubt- 
ful whether the state of public business would permit its 
introduction during the present session. However, if the 
Bill were not brought forward this session it should be in- 
troduced early in the next one. He had no doubt the 
transfer of land could be dealt with, though to what extent 
he was not certain ; but they might go far in the direction 
of cheapening and simplification. The Act of 1862 had 
turned out a failure, mainly because it dealt only with inde- 
feasible titles, which were difficult to obtain. The Com- 
mission had suggested that the existing registry might. be 
utilised, and that by the establishment of an additional 
registry the transfer of land with an ordinary title might be 
facilitated. That was the object of the Bill which had been 
prepared and was now in the hands of the Lord Chancellor. 
—Mr. G. Gregory said that after the observations which 
had just been made he would withdraw his motion. 

The Trades Unions Bill—Mr. Bruce moved the second 
reading.—Mr. Cave said that trades unions, enabling work- 
people to make better terms with their employers, had put 
an end to starving wages in many trades. But when they 
sought to abolish the difference between good and bad work- 
men, and to induce people who were perfectly satisfied with 
their position and wages to join in strikes, such proceed- 
ings were not only injurious to the particular employer, but 
to the public. He instanced several cases of arbitrary and 
ridiculous rules, and said he should be sorry to think that 
any enco ement, however indirect, was given by the bill 
to rules so albany, capricious, and mischievous, and though 
no agreement to obey such rules could be legally enforced. 
yet he feared that there would be many other ways of en- 
forcing them within the letter of the law, which would con- 
tinue to work mischief till the slow progress of true edu- 
cation convinced the upholders of such rules that they 
were running in the very teeth of their own best 
interests. —Mr. T. Hughes understood that the object of 
the bill was to give workmen the free right to com- 
bine, including the privilege of taking any measure 
in the shape of a strike so long as the rules of a socivty 





their minds to have a greater number of fee simple titles to 
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‘were published, any illegality in the rules, of course, 
not being registered. ‘The bill was an extremely good one, 
for it abolished all the laws which had produced bad results 
in bygone times, and it gave to societies that right of com- 
bination which it would be admitted they deserved by the 
rmanner in which they had behaved for many years past. 
Tt was true that a fow societies had done acts and made 
izules which had. caused very serious. evils to arise in 
various of the country, but the general effect of trade 
“unions undoubtedly been beneficial. The bill dealt 
with the law of molestation and obstruction by attempting 
“to define those offences which were created under an Act of 
George IV., and in so far as this bill perpetuated that law it 
was an error, and the best policy would have been to omit 
words that were difficult of definition. If, however, those 
words were to be retained, the 3rd clause was successful in 
defining them, for it created two offences—those of picketing 
and rattening. These were the two offences dealt with by the 
clause: His objection to it was that it made acts penal in one 
-case which you could not suppress in the other. Mr. Jessel 
had expressed an opinion that words might be inserted en- 
‘foreing penalties against the masters for the issue ot a black 
list, but this was impossible ; and, therefore, the Bill was a 
one-sided enactment, making penal on the side of the men 
‘the very act which could not be made penal on the side of 
the employers. This clause should be removed from it. 
Another objection to it was that it revived the old difficulty 
as to conspiracy, giving to ordinary magistrates a difficult 
jurisdiction which had never before been confided to them. 
xercise of this jurisdiction should be confined to stipen- 
diaries, Again, it was introducing into a special Act apply- 
ing to trades unions general provisions, which, if they fad 
any bearing at all, affected every member of the community, 
for the clause applied to ‘every person ” committing certain 
acts. All the best members of trades unions agreed that rat- 
tening and hustling and other similar offences should be made 
penal, and that the criminal law should be strengthened in 
this direction. The proper mode of registering these socie- 
ties would be under the Friendly Societies Act, rather than 
through the machinery of the Joint-Stock Companies Act. 
The Bill was a great advance on all previous legislation in 
-eonnection with the subject, and would do away with almost 
all the jealousies and heartburnings which had been so pre- 
valent in past years in consequence of enactments which 
were felt by the members of trades unions to be one-sided. 
The existence of these unions rendered possible the system 
of arbitration, which had done so much to settle disputes 
“between the employer and the employed, and, reservi 
his opinion on the third clause, he should give his hearty 
support to the bill, which, he believed, would work ex- 
tremely well.—Sir C. Adderley said the real principle, only 
of late arrived at, was this, that, for the purpose of mutual 
aid, combinations should be protected by law on condition 
of there being nothing in their proceedings involving 
violence or fraud, or contrary to the interests of the public. 
His objection to the bill was this—it seemed needlessly to 
complicate the law. Recognising this clear, sound, general 
principle, ge should they not bring everything partakin 
of the same character fairly under it? ‘They had committ 
“the mistake of which he complained in the Factory Acts, 
and the consequence was they were obliged to have a sepa- 
rate Act for every trade. What was to prevent trades 
unions being brought under the Friendly Societies Act ? 
Why not be | under one Act all societies of the kind, 
whether friendly societies, co-operative societies, or 
societies for mutual aid? They only wanted the pro- 
‘tection of law to their property; and we were 
fre f to give them protection against any evils 
~which might spring out of the organisation partly as trade 
and partly as benefit societies. He should support the bill. 
—Mr. Jessel said the object of the bill was simply to elimi- 
nate one single element of illegality from the constitution 
-of trades unions. The bill was not fairly obnoxious to the 
‘charge of class legislation. The complaints of the working 
Classes, on the ores of the prohibitory enactments in- 
cluded in the bill, were not well founded. They had cause 
to be grateful to the Government for defining the offences 
for which they were to be punished. On this question com- 
mon law judges had differed in opinion, and they always 
would differ while they had to look back to ancient decisions 
and from them to educe principles applicable to the present 
state of things. Though we might a agreed as to a prin- 
Ciple, it was difficult to agree as to its application to a 
totally different state of circumstances from that which 








formerly existed. If we simply abolished the combination 
laws and left the matter to be dealt with by the common 
law, we should transfer that accurate definition of crime, 
which ought to be the province of legislation, to the judges 
and we should leave whole classes in utter uncertainty as to 
what their duties and obligations were. Whether the 
definitions given in the bill were accurate or whether they 
admitted of improvement was, of course, a question for com- 
mittee; but the working classes would wish to see the 
offences, whatever they might be, accurately and carefully 
defined. He wished to call attention to the fifth clause, 
which introduced a new principle as regarded contracts ; 
for this was the first attempt, so far as he knew, to make a 
so-called contract not enforceable by law. It was an illo- 
gical proposition, a contradiction in terms, to call that a 
contract which could not be enforced ; there was nothing of 
the kind in our law at present, and it would be extremely 
objectionable to enact such a thing. We had for many years 
prohibited certain persons from making certain contracts, as, 
for instance, women and children under the Factory Acts, 
and last session we extended tie principle to certain tenant- 
farmers in Ireland; but this was the first time it had been 
proposed that men fully competent to enter into a contract 
which was unobjectionable should not be allowed to do so. 
It would be better to declare that certain contracts which 
were mischievous in themselves, and which were contrary 
to the general policy of the law, should be invalid. That 
was a well-known principle, and such invalidity would not 


| draw with it conseqences which had been found inconvenient. 


—The Solicitor-General said the bill was not a measure 
which dealt with trades unions only, inasmuch as it proposed 
to deal with the whole law of combination, whether entered 
into by trades unions or any other body of individuals. 
Combinations in restraint of trade were rendered lawful by 
the measure, which, however, specified certain acts by which 
the objects of such combinations might be sought to be at- 
tained as unlawful in themselves and provided for the pun- 
ishment of those guilty of them. A good deal of trouble 
had been incurred in endeavouring to make intelligible this 
bill, which ought not to be judged of on logical grounds. It 
had been objected that while making these combinations 
lawful no power was given under the bill to enforce at law 
contracts entered with under them, but had the measure 
been extended to that length the Court of Chancery might 
have had to enforce strikes, and actions would have been 
maintainable for breach of contract not to open works or to 
resume labour.—Mr. Mundella and Mr. A. Herbert objected 
to the third clause, which was defended by Mr. Bruce as not 
being exclusively directed against trade unions, and on ac- 
count of the inconvenience that would have attended the 
attempt to legislate on that question by introducing two 
separate bills instead of one.—The bill was read a second 
time. 

The Stamp Act (1870) Amendment Bill was considered, as 
amended, and a clause by Mr. Cawley, extending the exemp- 
tion from stamp duty on deeds executed by local boards to 
all documents executed by municipal corporations under 
these Acts, was negatived. 


March 16.—The Raiiway Companies Bill.—Sir. H. Selwin- 
Ibbetson moved the second reading. The object was to give 
greater powers to a central authority; but if the feeling of 
hostility was too strong on the score of centralisation, the 
clauses on that subject might be omitted. The fourth, fifth 
and sixth clauses would be advantageous in regard to im- 
provements in the working of railways. The seventh clause 
enl the powers of a which the Board of Trade 
already possessed in a qualified form, and gave authority to 
enforce penalties after inspection, with the right of appeal, 
however, on the part of the railway companies. Power was 
also given to examine into the question of long hours, but in 
that particular without authority to enforce penalties, be- 
cause when once public opinion was brought to bear on 
railway companies through the publication of the results of 
inspection, these companies would be unable to resist its 
pressure. He had altered the provision with regard to the 
tribunal that was to award compensation in order to meet . 
the statements made before the committee of last year, that 
the present tribunal subjected companies to grievous frauds, 
and that in many cases the verdicts were bg but in 
accordance with the justice of the case. @ proposed, 
therefore, to establish a court of arbitration similar to that 
which existed with respect to working men’s trains on many 
lines, and he ventured to think that such a court would 
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‘prove a very successful check to cases of fraud’ and injustice 
-against railway companies.—Mr. Leeman, in opposing the se- 
-condreading, avowed thathe didsoas representing the railway 
interest. With regard to the third head of the bill, relating to 
compensation, the railway companies were perfectly willing 
to adopt the principle of the report of the committee of last 
year, when a measure embodying it was brought forward 
‘by a responsible minister—Mr. Dodson said, as to the 
first part, relating to the regulation of traffic, the Royal 
Commissioners were in favour of leaving to companies the 
responsibility of working their lines in their own way, and 
the committee of last year were evidently of the same 
opinion. ‘To empower the Board of Trade to order the 
adoption of the continuous break, or any other machinery 
or instruments in the working of railways, must act as a 
check upon invention, besides relieving the companies from 
responsibility ; and, therefore, he was opposed to the first 
part of the bill, even with modifications. With regard to 
the system of inquiries into railway accidents, the law was 
now very imperfect and unsatisfactory. As to compensation, 
though he was not for giving to railway companies the 
benefit both of a special tribunal and a maximum liability, 
he approved of a special tribunal without ajury. Such a 
court would diminish the expenses of litigation, now very 
heavy, amounting to one-fifth or even one-fourth of the 
amount of compensation awarded. But he would not limit 
the amount of compensation to be awarded, because the 
unlimited liability of railway companies afforded a whole- 
some protection for the public, and kept a sword over the 
heads of the companies in cases of accidents arising from 
their own carelessness. Railway companies would find it 
ultimately to their advantage that claims for compensa- 
tion should be settled by a court without a jury and without 
@ maximum, rather than by a jury with a maximum; for 
juries would probably very often solve the difficulty by 
awarding the maximum. It should rest with the Board of 


Trade to propose the machinery by which they would : 


give effect to these provisions. But if the Board 
of Trade declined, he should vote for the second 
reading, reserving to himself the right of opposing in 
committee the parts of the bill to which he objected. 
He could not say this was a happy moment to introduce the 
subject of the limitation of the liability cf railway companies. 
The present system was undoubtedly not satisfactory ; but 
railway companies would be in a better position to urge 
their claims in that respect upon Parliament and the public 
when they had succeeded in providing a greater amount of 
safety for the public. As to the liability to inspection and in- 
quiry, such as was necessary for the purpose of securing full 
and immediate publicity as to the condition of the railway and 
accidents on occurring it, the present state of the law and the 
powers possessed by the Board of Trade were anything but 
satisfactory. Companies were only bound to report accidents 
eccurring to passengers, and not accidents occurring to their 
own servants. That legal obligation should be largely ex- 
tended, and the power of inspection should be made more 
extensive for the production of evidence. Then, as to the 
system of inquiry pursued by the Board of Trade when 
accidents occurred, there was no legal power of re- 
quiring the production of witnesses, books, papers, and 
material objects concerned in the inquiry. While quite 
unable to agree as to the policy of Government and 
State interference with the management of railways and 
dictation to them, he was able to agree to a very con- 
siderable extent in other parte of the bill, and would give 
them his best consideration.—Mr. Cave would vote for the 
second reading, but the bill must necessarily be much al- 
tered in committee.—Debate adjourned. 

The Bank Holidays Bill was read a second time. 

The Stamp Act (1870) Bill was read a third time and 


March 16.—The Army Regulation Bill.—Adjourned de- 
bate on second reading.—Again adjourned. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. E. G. HERBERT. 

Mr. Edward Gilbert Herbert, barrister-at-law, died at his 
father’s residence at Nottingham on the 12th of March, at 
the early age of thirty-three years. The deceased gentleman 
was the son of Thomas Herbert, Esq.,of The Park, Notting- 
ham ; he received his early education at the Leatherhead 
Grammar School, and matriculated at the University of 


London in 1854, when he took the sixth place in classics, 
After undergoing a short intermediate training at Springhill 
College, near Birmingham, he passed the B.A. examination 
in 1856, when he was fifth in classics. On graduating as 
LL.B. in 1858, for which degree he was also prepared at 
sam com he achieved the third place in the “ Practice of 
Legislation,”’ and was the only successful candidate in * Con- 
veyancing.” Mr. Herbert was called to the bar at Lincoln’s. 
inn in November, 1862, when he was awarded a studentship, 
He practised at the Chancery bar as an equity draughts- 
man and conveyancer. Mr. Herbert was a contributor to 
some of the quarterly and other reviews, and had also occa- 
sionally contributed to the Solicitors’ Journal. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society, held on Tuesday, the 14th 
inst., the question discussed was No. 470, Legal :—* B, 
mortgages some property to the M. Insurance Society to 
secure repayment of £19,000 ; and, as a further security, 
insures his life in the same office for £21,000. The mort- 
gage deed contains a covenant to re-assign the policy on re- 
payment of the principal and interest. The M. Societ 
becomes amalgamated with the A. Insurance Society, which 
is subsequently wound up, The trustees of the M. Society 
appointed to get in outstanding securities call upon B. to 
repay the principal. Can the trustees enlorce repayment 
without re-assigning the policy, or paying B. the value of 
the same?” Mr. Hills opened in the affirmative, and the 
negative view of the question was ultimately adopted by a 
slight majority. 











INDORSEMENT OF PROMISSORY NOTES IN 
ILLINOIS, 

Itis a singular fact that the law of Illinois, regulating 
| indorsements of promissory notes, differs from that of every 
; other commercial state in the world. 

In the latter part of the last century, Virginia, not being a 
commercial state, fell into a blunder as to the legal effect of 
an assignment and indorsement of a written instrum 
(see 5 Cranch, 51), and that blunder became the settled law. 
Kentucky, an offshoot of Virginia, adopted the blunder, and 
[Illinois incorporated it into her statutes when the law mer- 
chant was unknown in the state, and its population was con- 
fined to pastoral pursuits in the southern counties. 

The construction of the statute, by Illinois, as shown in the 
recent decision of Mason v. Burton, is in direct conflict with 
the construction of Kentucky (Brinker v. Perry, 5 Litt. 194) 
and makes the statute more odious than that of the former 
state. Under the law, as settled, the assignor of the paper of 
a non-resident becomes at once the absolute guarantor of 
the payment, and is stripped of every safeguard with which, 
under every other circumstance, the law has protected him. 

In Mason y. Burton, the maker, a resident of Wisconsin, 
came to Illinois more than thirty times after the maturity of 
the paper, bought goods and departed with the knowledge 
of the holder, who gave no notice of the non-payment of the 
notes till after nine months ; and after reverses had bank- 
rupted the maker, he sued the assignor and recovered. 

t was undoubtedly within the law-making power to enact 
an absurd and ridiculous law, and if such was the character 
of the law, it was the duty of the court so to expound it and 
enforce it ; and it has done so. ‘The spirit of the statute is 
to divest promissory notes of their characteristics as mer- 
cantile paper, and drive them from their necessary place in 
commerce ; and it is so enforced. The remedy is with the 
legislature, and it is time that the fourth state in the Union 
should abandon a blunder, made and followed in a pastoral 
era, and adopt the common and uniform law of the entire 
civilised world with which her commerce is connected. ‘The 
laws of trade should be, as far as possible, uniform through- 
out all the states, and those which the custom of centuries 
approved, and, assisted by almost universal statutes, have 
found most convenient for the prosecution of business and 
the protection of all parties, should not be ignored by the 
leading mercantile state of the West. 

The record in Mason vy. Burton was made up to settle the 
law, and it has done it, Till the legislature shall afford 
relief, citizens of Dlinois cannot use their mercantile paper, 
except subject to the most onerous conditions. No bank 
will discount it at home, and no one out of the state 
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will touch it at all, except with a cut-throat guaranty 
anda release of all diligence; and, if the paper is made by 
non-residents, this effect is reached by a blank indorsement. 
Almost monthly, for six years t, some victim, whose 
ignorance of the extreme strictness of this law had released 
the indorser by a day’s lenity toward the debtor, has asked 
my advice for his relief; and quite as often banks and 
money lenders have desired drafts of stipulations and cut- 
throat conditions made to evade and nullify its action, not 
because of any desire to oppress the parties, but because it 
is absolutely impossible safely to conduct business under its 
operation.—Opinion printed by Chicago Legal News. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoratron, March 17, 1871. 
From the Oficial List of ths actual business transacted. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 91 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, April 91} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 904 xd Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.5 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 903 xd Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Ditto, £100 & £200,— 5p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do, 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 244 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


tudia Stk.,10$p Ct.Apr.’74,209 | Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.*72 !00 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 107 
Ditto 5per Cent. July, 80 1094 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64 — 

Oitto 4 per Ceat., Oct. *88 100 xd | Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. '73 163 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 20 pm 


Osco Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 92 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 20pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Paid.|Closing prices 


Railways. 





Stock 
dtuck 
Stoen 
Stock 
Stocw 
Stoek 
Stock! 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 
Stock 


Bristol and EXeber oo...sceccrsseessereceeeseees 

CaleGonian.. occ roocce sve corcee cvs cesses ceeee: 

Glasgow and South-Western ...,. . 

Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ,,,,........ | 
Do., Kast Anglian Stock, No.2 .,,, 

Great Northern, ...... 
BA ROO cn crs cansvceencapnomenenaccenne 

Great Southern and Western of Ireland 

Great Western—Original .,.....ccccscesseeees 00 

Lancashire and Yorkshire ...........se00++! 

London, Brighton, and South Coast. 

Svocs) London, Chatham, and Dover 

Swek Loadon and North-Western... 

Swek) London and South-Western .... 

such) Manchester, Shetiield, and Lincol 

Stuck! Metropolitan,....... sesesensen eee cee 

DUCK! MIGLANG .ecccsresseese sees 

Stucs) — 4o., Birmingham and Derby 

Sock) North British ee 

MUCK) North LOndOn vececssceesee. 

Swek) North statfordshire......... 

SWCK) SOUT DEVON veesee.sesceseeseens 

Stock) South-Eastern vss. 

SUOCK Pith Vale. .c.ccccececccecpeccecsece 


OOOO eee eee eee eeeeee erase 


PAO OOe ee eee eee eetees 





Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


Last week the funds declined a little, but were rallying at | 


the close. The rally was maintained, an advance has 
made this week and the funds are now firm. The recovery, 
indeed, has this week been general; all the markets are now 
buoyant; but the home railway market continues to be the 
strongest, and a further advance has been established in the 
Fincpel descriptions. The foreign market is active. The 
ndian Guaranteed Railways exhibit no recovery from the un- 
usually low price to which they have fallen. 

The directors of the Buenos Ayres National Rays idhage 
pany (Limited), invite subscriptions for £140,000, in of 
£10 each, for the purpose of establishing in the city of Buenos 
Ayres the benefit of increased tramway accommodation for 
passen, and conveyance of uce from the markets and 
depots to the wharves and railways. The list for shares closes 
on Friday, the 24th, for London, and on Saturday, the 25th, 
tor the country. 


Tho list of applications for the shares in the Dominion of 
Canada Oils Refinery closes on Monday for London, and on 
‘Tuesday for the coutiey. 


The annual general ing of the Equity and Law Life 
Assurance Society will ‘be held on Tuesday next at 2 p.m. 


a 





RETIREMENT OF A County Court JupGr.—On Wednes- 
day afternoon, at the conclusion of the business of the Court’s 


| borough rates. 








sitting at Colchester, Mr. W. Gurdon, the Judge, made a 
valedictory speech to the officers of thie court and the solicitors 

ractising therein. He stated that, owi i i 
Saetaans under which he had lately suffer 
constitution brought on by the amount of travelling incidental to 
his office, he had on Saturday last sent in his resignation, which 
the Lord Chancellor had been pleased to accept, to take effect 
at the end of the month. He expressed his high sense of the 
many acts of kindness he had received, not only at Colchester, 
where, 24 years ago, he commenced his arduous duties as Judge, 
but all through the circuit. The Registrar (Mr. J. 'S. Barnes), 
the high bailiff (Mr. Godfrey), and Mr. H. Jones (solicitor), 
each addressed his Honour in complimentary terms, and wished 
him many years of happy repose in his retirement.—Daily 
News. 

Tue RatinG QuEsTIon.—On Friday, the 10th, Mr. Goschen, 

as President of the Poor Law Board, received a deputation, re- 

resenting different municipalities in. various parts of the king- 

om, to confer with him respecting exceptional rating. Among 
those present were Lord Sandon, M.P., Mr. Birley, M.P., Mr. 


| Bass, M.P., and Mr. Cawley, M.P. The President was 


addressed by Lord Sandon, Mr. Picton, of Li 1; Mr. 
Avery, of Birmingham ; and Sir Joseph Heron, of Scdiieiens 
The object of the deputation was in the first place to point out 
the unequal pressure of rates in municipal boroughs by i 
remissions in the exceptional low rating of railway companies, 
canal companies, arable land, &c., and it was stated that these 
were rated in only a small proportion of their. value to the 
lt was asked that this exception should be 
abolished, and that all property should be p upon one foot- 
ing in the assessment for municipal borough rating. Mr. 
Goschen said it was inevitable that the question should come 
wp for discussion and settlement this Session, and therefore 
the Government ag oy to deal with it, but in what. way it 
was proposed to do this he could not at that time say. The 
deputation thanked him and withdrew.— Times. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATGS. 


BIRTHS, 
Cotus—On March 15, at Eastbourne, the wife of Mr. J. H: 
Campion Colls, solicitor, of a son. 
Derivc—On March 15, at 3, Gray’s-inn-square, the wife of 
George Dering, Esq., barrister, of a daughter, stillborn. 
Lgwis—On March 15, at 20, Tavistock-square, the wife of 
Frederic H. Lewis, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


| Nrxon—On March 11, at Bournemouth, the wife of Charles J. 


Nixon, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


| SmrrH—On March 12, at No. 2, Chester-square, the wife of 


A. L. Smith, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
DEATHS. 


} 
HeERBERT—On March 12, at The Park, Nottingham, Edward 


Gilbert Herbert, Bate of No. 7, New-square, Lincoln’s-ina, 
barrister-at-law, in the 33rd year of his age. 

TRINDER—On March 11, at 3, Alpha-place, St. John’s-wood, 
Mr. William Trinder, clerk in the Master’s-office, Court of 
Exchequer, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 49. 


| WHITTINGTON—On March 12, at his residence, Park-road, 


West Croydon, Benjamin Whittington, late of 2, Dean-street, 
Finsbury-square, solicitor, in the 73rd of his age. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Faipay,.March 10, 1871. 
Robinson, Hy Thos, & Robt Chapman, Leyburn, York, Solicitors and 
Attorneys-at-law. Jan 30. 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farpay, March 10, 1871. 
UnNtimiTep in CHANCERY, 
Queen’s Benefit building Society.—Petition for winding up, presented 
March 9, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on March 
18, Harper & Co, Rood-lane, solicitors for the petitioner. 


LIMITED In CaANcERY, 

Devon and Cornwall Newspaper Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor 
Bacon has, by an order dated March 4, ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued ; and that Mr. James. 
Edwin Edwd Dawe, Plymouth, be appointed sole liquidator. Park & 
Nelson, Essex-st, Strand; agents for Beer & Rundie, Devenport, soli- 
citors for the petitioner. 

Leigh Gas Light and Coke Company (Limited.)—Petition for winding 
up, presented March 6, directed to be heard before Vice 
Malins on March 34. Markby & Tarry, C»leman-st, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

The English Provident Assurance Co (Limited).—Vice Chan- 
cellor Stuart has, by an order dated Feb 25, ordered that the above 
company be conguteety wowed up by the court. Roberts, Moorgate. 
st, solicitor for the petitioner. 
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Parker, Wm Slade, Leytonstone, Essex, Gent. April 7 
Slade, Joseph, Weymouth, Dorset, April 
wai. HY Esq. Apri 
the, Wm Foster, Staplefield-pl, nr Crawley, Sussex, Esj. April 4. 
Smithe v @ 4 yy warms Tao Aaa 
Ta he w Carey-lane, 
Wyatt, Thos, Coleford, Gloucester, Grocer. April 15. Jewsbury v 


Alves, Duncan Davidson, H; 

a 7 pe Talbot-rd, Notting-hill, Builder, April3. Gilder v Cross, 

Haslewood, Lewis Harrop, seneter erst. Lothbury, Stock Broker. 
Cattarns & 
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Tvespay, March 14, 1871. 
UnuimiTep 1n CHaNceRY. 

Free Trade Benefit Building power —A dividend of 3s. 6d. in the pound 

is payable to the persons who are respectively shareholders and credi- 

tors, other than those persons whose plots of land have been sold and 
disposed of by the society, and whose claimsare allowed and directed 
to be paid in full. Vice Chancellor Malins has appointed Thursday, 
April 13 at 1, at his chambers, finally to adjudicate on the claims of the 
shareholders. Shareholders are, by themselves or their solicitors, to 
come in and prove the amounts claimed by them, by producing their 
share books, to Mr. Fredk Maynard, 55, Old Broad-st, on or before 
Wednesday, April 12. All claims not then brought in and admitted, 
will be peremtorily and finally disallowed, and the names of such per- 
sons will be struck out of the list of shareholders, 

LimiTep In CHANCERY. 

Anglo-Scottish Publishing Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated March 3, ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Edmands & Mayhew, Poultry, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

London Suburban Bank (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented 
March 13, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins on March 
24. Churchill & Hordern, Devereux-ct, Temple, solicitors for the 





petitioner. 
New Hotel Company [Dover] (Limited).—Vice Chancellor {Bacon has, { 
by an order dated ‘March 4, ordered that the above company be 
Peng up. Lanfear ‘& Stewart, Abchurch-lane, solicitors for the peti- 


Patent ‘Bread Machinery Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls 
has fixed March 22 at £19. 30, at at his chambers, for the appointment of 

an official liquidator. 
Weir & Company (Limited).--Petition for winding up, presented March 
14, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins on March 24. 
Young & Co, St Mildred’s-court, Poultry, solicitors for the petitioners. 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Fruipay, March 10, 1871. 

Holmbush and Kelly Bray United Mining Company (Limited).—Petition | 
for winding up, presented March 3, directed to be heard before the | 
Vice Warden, at the Princes Hall, Truro, on Friday, April 21 at 12. 
Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the peti- | 
tion, must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before ‘April 
18, and notice thereof must, at the same time, be given to the peti- 
tioners, their solicitors, or agents. Gregory & Co, Bedford-row; agents | 
for Hodge & Co, Truro, solicitors for tho petitioners, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Faay, March 10, 1871. 
ynerits Friendly Society, Wheatsheaf Inn, Hanley, Stafford. 
arch 
Nottingham Constitutional Club and ey Society, St Paul’s: School- 
room, Cross-st, Nottingham. March 1 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TuespaY, March 7, 1871. 
Bahre, Theodor Heinrich Carl, Paris. April’l as to persons in England, 
Oct 1 out of England. Brandis v Bahbre, M.R. Druce & Co, Billiter-st. 
Boswell, Samuel, New-st, Newington, Plumber. April 10. Boswell v 
Boswell, V.C. Malins. Turner, Bank-chambers, Carey-st. 
Curling, Chas, Clapham-common. April 3. Curling v Curling, M.R. 
Whitehouse, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. : 
vo poner, Bath. April!2. Cozens v Horne, V.C. Stuart. Stone & 
ft 





Hartley, Wm, John-st, Bedford-row, Solicitor. April 13. Hartley v 
a V.C. Stuart, Singleton & Tatcershall, Gt James-st, Bedford- 


Lloyd, David, Berets, Denbigh. April6. Lloyd v Lloyd, V.C. Stuart. 


ms, Rui 


Mosley, Retier | Layton, St George’s-sq, Pimlico, Wholesale Goldsmith. 


April 18. Loaden v Taylor, V.C. Malins. Barber, Birm. 
Farpay, March 10, 1871, 


Ager, Chas, Osborne-villas, Stroud Green-lane, Hornsey, Gent. April | 


4. Ager v Ou'd,M.R. Taylor & Jaquet, South-st, Finsbury-sq. 


Greene, Joan, Gt Berkhampstead, Herts, Widow. April 15. Greene v 


Greene, V.C. Stuart. Woodrooffe & Plaskitt, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 


—— Addison-rd, Kensington, Builder. April8. Boydell v Hart, 
Lacy. ees Poole, Surgeon, April 15. Stubbs » Lacy, V.C. Stuart. | 


Brine, P 


Mills, Wm A Oxford-st, Jeweller, April 20. Summerford » Mills, 
V.C. Stuart. Abarhams, Edgware-rd. 


Parker ¥ 
Zimmer, V.C. Malins. Oliver & Sons, Carey-st. 

4. Adamsv Andrews. 
& Oo, Chancery-lane. 


ay dae Bacon, Smith, Northum 


Cheapside, Linen Factor. March 27. Hose 
V.C. Bacon. Stubbs, 7 


Wyatt, V.C. Stuart. Powles, Monmouth. 
Turspay, March 14, 1871. 


ttage, Shepherd’s-bush, Gent. April 


6. Slattery o Alves, V.C. ie, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


alins. Mason, Newgate-st. 





=_—s Bowes v Haslewood, V.C. Bacon. 


Co, Mark- 
Next or Kr. 


Davies, Dan}, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. Children or iasue of 


Ben, 
and Samuel Davies, brothers of Daniel Davies, April 14. Bubb ; 
same, “Gaward Palace-a K Licensed Victualle 
orne, Edw ‘a venue, Kensington, r. April 
12, Whi hitaker Horne, V.C, Mali ins. ' _— 


' Collicott, Lousia, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. April 15. 


_ Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
TuzspayY, March 7, 1871, 

Challand, Joseph, East Bridgeford, Nottingham, Farmer. May |, 
Bassitt, Wanfleet. 

Collings, Wm, Westminster Bridge-rd, Dealer in Horses. May |, 
Potter, King-st, Cheapside. 

Cox, Hephzibah Hannah Finch, King Edward’s-rd, Hackney, Widow, 

April 22. Woollacott & Leonard, Gracechurch-st. 

Dehane, Edwd Fras, Wolverhampton, Surgeon. April 30. Deakin & 
Dent, Wolverhampton. 

Franks, Moses, Caversham-rd, Kentish-town-rd, Gent. June 1. Miles 
& Chapman, Horbling. 

Gardner, Mary, Chapel, Ombersley, Worcester, Widow. May 1, 
Pidcock & Son, Worcester. 

Garforth, Wm, Wiganthorpe, York, Esq. Feb2l, Gray. York. 

Harrison, Matthew, Cornhill. May 1. Barnes & Bernard, Great Win- 
chester- st. 

Hounsfield, Geo, oe ey Hazles, Handsworth, York, Esq. April 25, 
Brown & Son, She 

Hughes, Wm, South Stockton, York, Gent. April 10. Thompson, 
Stockton-on-Tees. 

Kay, ro i Pontefract, York, Veterinary Surgeon. April 12. Arundel, 

‘ontefract. 

King, Dame Maria Susanna, Madingley hall, Cambridge, Widow. April 
18. Dawes & Sons, Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st. 

Pearson, Hy Robt, Hyde-pk-sq, Esq. April 20. Cope & Co Great 
George-st. 

Pemberton, Lydia, Horseferry-rd Westminster, Widow. April 5, 
Draper, Vincent-sq, Westminster. 

Price, Catherine Hope, Shrewsbury, Salop, Spinster. April30. Deakin 
& Dent, Wolverhampton. 

Price, Elizabeth, Shrewsbury, Salop. April 30. Deakin & Dent, 
Woiverhampton. 

gry ok Jane, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Widow. March 31. Dodds 
& ter, Stockton-on-Tees. 

Reade, lan Edmund, Upper Gloucester-pl, Dorset-sq, Esq. April 24. 
Dryden, Lincoln’s-inn fields. 


! Robson, Wm. James Stuart, Nynee Tal Kumdon District, India, Ensign 


in a 17th Reg ef Foot. March 31. Dodds & Trotter Stockton- 
on-Tees. 

Rowland, John, Belmont, South Norwood-hill, Esq. April 17. Sharpe 
& Co Bedford-row. 

Simpson, John, Horton, York, Architect. June |. Rawson & Co, 
Bradford. 

Stockdale, Jeremiah Box, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Chief Superintendent of 
Police. March 27. Morgan. 

Tomlinson, Geo, Harborne, Stafford, Gent. May 1. Danks, Birm, 

Watson, Sophia, Devonshire-ter, Hyde-pk, Spinster. June 1.. Lee& 
Bolton, Broad-sanctuary, Westminster. 

Fripay, March 10, 1871. 

Ambrose, Wm Cole, Stowcum-Quy, Cambridge, Farmer. May 10, 

Francis & Co, Cambridge. 


| Challand, Joseph, East Bridgeford, Nottingham, Farmer. May l. 
Wanfleet. 


Bassi 


Evans & Co’ 

Nicholas-lane, Lombard-st. 

Cowen, Elizabeth, Atkinson-pl, Brixton, Spinster. April 25. Kinsey 
& Ade, Bloomsbury-pl. 

De Vitre, Matthew Theodosius, Formosa, Berks, Esq. May 10, Fresh- 
tields, Bank-bldgs. 

Exley, John, Rawdon, York, Yeoman. April 1. Barer, Otley. 

Gill, Robt, Apps Court, nr Kingston, Surrey, Esq. April 30, Hacon, 
Fenchureh-st. 

Giles, Edwd, W , Hop Morchant. May 4. Woof, Worcester. 

Genoa, Patrick, perm Packing Case Maneteoturer. April 14. Tyler & 


Co, Li 
Hilder, a. Robertsbridge, Sussex, Spinster. April 3. Ellman &Co, 
Battle. 





| Jarvis, Catherine Agnes, Brighton, Sussex, Spinster. April 10. 
Tathams & Co, Frederick’s-p!, Old Jewry. ; 

| Lade, oa Wartling, Sussex, Farmer. April 30, Sinnock, 
Hails 

! McKellar, Jas, Birkenhead, Chester, Shipbroker. May 1. Hill, Lpool. 

Miln, Thos, Milnfield, Elgin, North Britain, Esq. May 26. "Duff & 
Nephew, Nicholas-lane, Lombard-st. 

Oldaker, Marie, Orme-sq, Palace-grdns, Widow. Whitaker & Woelbert, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Parry, Sarah, Denbigh, Spinster. April 28. Foulkes, Bangor. 

Rippin, L sbewy @xford-st, Licensed Victualler. April 1. Cox & Sons, 

e. 

nanos 4% Brooklyn, New York, Comm Agent. April 10. Blair & 
Binne: inch, 

now - John, Belmont, South Norwood-hill, Esq. April 17. Sharpe 
& Co, Bed ford-rew, 

Scamp, yy eyed a Timber Merchant. March 25. 
Chanter & Finch, 

Sherweod, Rev Thos yo ‘Canterbury, Clerk. April 14. Pattison 

& Co, Lombard-st 


stron, a, Feu, Cambridge-st, Pimlico, Licensed Victualler. May 1. 
& Co, Budge-row, Cannon-st, 
Seemed an Norfolk-sq, Hyde-pk, Esq. April 10. - Bircham & Son, 
Parliament- ss. 


Upton, John, Royal Avenue, Chelsea, May |. Upton, Leeds. 

Wall, Cecilia, Gravesend, Kent, Widow. April 20.  Tolhurst, 
Gravesend 

Ward, Mason, West Witton, York, Yeoman. Apriljl, Hammond, West 
Burton, Bedale. 


Wilkins. Amelia Auriol, * amas pl, Bayswater, Widow. April 17. 
Wilkins, Kings Arms-yd 


| Wills, Mary, Bristol » Spinster. May 1. Wallis, Bristol. 


Tuxspar, March 14, 1870, 
Atkinson, Mary Ann Swaine, Coniston, Lancaster, Widow. April 14. 
Heelis, Hawkshead, Windermere. 
Beck, Decimns Egerton, Frome, Somerset, Esq. May 1. Weight, Fen- 
chure 
Bird, Richd, Lichfield, Gent. April$. Barnes, Lichfield. 
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Blore, John, Derby, Callinglow, Yeoman. May 1. nya, Bee Bakewell. 
Booth, John Peter, Bristol, Esq. April24. Brittain Bristol. 
Thos, Glatton , Huntingdon, Cattle Dealer. May lL. Hunny- 

~ bun, Huntingdon. 

burr, John, Park- hill, Clapham-pk, Lead Merchant. May 30. Wace, 
Shrewsbury. 

Davies, John, Tanygarn Ucha, Cardigan, Farmer, May 1. Thomas, 
Aberystwith, 

Dobito, Geo, Cropley-grove, Suffolk, Esq. May1. Kitcheners & Fenn, 
Newmarket. 

Emerson, Thos, Stanhope, Durham, Farmer. May 1}. 

Stanhope. 

Fullford, Wm, Fareham, Southampton, Builder. May 10. Kelsall. 

Hare, Frances Bassett, Cheltenham, Gloucester. May 6. Helps, 
Gloucester. 

Sa Teignmouth, Devon, Widow, April20. New- 
man & » CO 

Bares Benj Worthy, Russell-sq, Esq. May 1, Ford & Lloyd, Blooms- 


bury-sq. 
Latham, Hy, Upper Westbourne-ter, Esq. April 20. Young & Co, 
St Mild ect, Poultry. 
ae Wm, Deal, Kent, Mariner, April 13. Mercer & Edwards, 
Deal 


Neal, Wm, Pembroke-sq, Kensington, Gent. April 26. Fuller & Salt- 
well, Regent-st, 
Pritehard, John Davies, Lpool, Cooper. March 2!. Holden & Cleaver, 





Thempson, 


Lpool. 

Miptelo, Se Jas, Barnsley, York, Innkeeper. May 12. Fernandes & Gill, 
Wake 

Robertson, “Thos Wm, Eton-rd, Haverstock-hill, Dramatic Author. 
April 18. Draper, Vincent-sq, Westminster. 

Rochford, Jen, Fulham. April 15. Jones, jun, New-inn, Strand. 

iushforth, Wm Edwd, Nottingham, Victualler. June24, Butlin & 
Parr, Nottingham. 

ag sg Jas Barratt, Nottingham, Wine Merchant. May 1}. Butlin & 
Parr, Nottingham, 

— - ora , Essex-st, Strand, Gent. June 24, Smith & Co, Essex-st, 
tran 

Smith, Geo, Durham, Grocer, April 10, Marshall jun, Durham. 

Treadgold, John, Buckland, Portsea, Hants, Gent. April 30. Edg- 
combe & Cole Portsea. 

Tucker, Elias, Vincent-sq, Westminster, Gent. April 10. Gregory & 
Co, Bedford-row. 

Veal, Edwd, Willenhall, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. April 3. 
Underhill, ‘Wolverhampton. 

Vise, Jacob Davey, Holbeach, Lincoln, Farmer. 
Holbeach. 

Wakeling, Rebecca, Guildford, Surrey, Spinster. June 1. Smith & Co, 
Essex-st, Strand. 

Wolfe, Mary Ann, Torrington-sq, Spinster. April 25. Birt, Southamp- 
ton-st, Fitzroy-sq. 


April 15. Sturton, 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, March 10, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar . 
To Surrender in London, 
McLeownan, _ Fenchurch-st, Canvas Factor. Pet March 7. Pepys. 
March 21 atl 1, 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Banham, Walter, Purleigh, Essex, Carpenter. Pet March 7. Gepp. 
Chelmsford, March 22 at 11. 
Crees, Thos Walter, Birm, rae Metal Chaser. 
Chauntler. Birm, March 27 at 12. 
Dainty, Wm Hy, Callington, Cornwall, Draper. Pet March 7. Pearce. 
East — March 31 at 11. 
Davey, Wm, Bognor, Sussex, Grocer. Pet March 7. Evershed. Brighton, 
March 28 at 12, 
Grant, Wm Robt, 7 are York, Farmer. Pet March 8. Wake. Shef- 
field, March 22) atl 
Beteate, Authony Jobn, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. Pet March 7. 
Ellis, Sunderland, March 22 at 11. 
Moses, Emanue) Fredk, Swansea, Glamorgan, Clothier. Pet March 1. 
Falconer. Swansea, March 20 at 2. 
Wilkinson, John, & Jas Wilkinson, Sheffield, Joiners, Pet March 8, 
Rodgers. Sheftield, March 22 at 2. 


TougspaY, March 14, 1871. 
Jnder the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 


Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 


Pet March 7. 


Bromley, Thos, St — i Lieut Indian Army. Pet March 10. 
Hazlitt. March 25 at 
Rimell, Fredk Geo, pe indy Peckham, Builder. Pet March 9. 


Hazlitt. April 12 at 11. 
Walsh, Fras Murrough, Spa, Belgium, Gent. Pet March 10. Murray. 
March 28 at 11. ; 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bett, Wm Robt, oe Lincoln, Grocer. Pet March 4. Gaches 


Peterborough, 18 (not 28 as in Gazette of March 7) at 12. 
Bird, John, jun, (wm Get Innkeeper. Pet March 10, 
Dennis. Northampton, March 25 at 


N 
Garlick, Jacob, Lpoct Lincensed Vietualier. Pet March 10. Watson. 
PR miny ; Mareh 37 at > Glain 
rge, Jo ardiff, organ, Draper. t March 9. ley. 
mwa. er 
Ingham, Joseph Penzance, Sore Beerselier. Pet Marck 11. Chil- 
cott. ‘Truro, March 
Kaye, Thos Hirst, Diner, +: Hiuddersfiela, York. Pet March 9, Jones, 
jun. Huddersfield, March 30 at 11, 
Kendall, Wm, Walsall, — Tobacconist. Pet March 10. Clarke. 
Walsall, March 27 at 1 


Moff, Edwd, aa Oi an ig Pet March 7. Marshall. Leeds, 
March 23 at 1). 
Olney, Saml, Offiey, Herts, Baker. 
April 1 at ih 


Pet March 11. Austin. Luton, 





Roberts, Absolom, Cleckheaton, York, Blanket Manufacturer. Pet March 
10. Robinson. Bradford, April 18 at 9. 

Savage, Fredk Hy, Southampton, Innkeeper. Pet March 8. Thorndike. 
Southampton, March 27 at 2. 

Wilkins, Wm, Sutton —— ae Chandler. Pet March 8.. 
Chauntler. Birm, March 27 a’ 

Woodruff, Wm, Mexbrough, York, Grocer, Pet March 9. Wake 
Sheffield, March 25 at 11.30. 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, March i0, 1891. 


Smith, Wm Brook, Huddersfield, York, Gent. March 8. 
Weld, Joseph, Piccadilly, Gent. March 6. 


Liquidation by ement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, March 10, 1871. 

Allen, John, Wye, Kent, Bricklayer. March 27 at 2, at the Guildhall- 
inn, Canterbury. Minter, Folkestone. 

Allison, Anthony Knowles, Lancaster, Agent. 
of Johnson & Tilly, Sun-st, Lancaster. 

Attia, Simon, Gracechurch-st, Merchant. March 27 at 2, at offices of 
Cooper, Brothers, George-st, Mansion-house. Thomas & Hollams. 

nald Green, Bugle, Cornwall, Draper. Mareh 20 at 4, at 
offices of Collins, Fore-st, Bodmin. Trevena, Traro. 

Berry, Adam John, Belgrave-rd, Upper Holloway, Articled Clerk. 
ping tne at 3, at office of Hayles & Co, King-st, Cheapside. Layton, 
un w-rd 

Bertevistle, Danl, Padiham, Lancashire, teow. ioe 21 at 11, atoffice 
of Backhouse & Whittam, Ormerod-st, Burn 

Bruskevith, Hy, Birm, Fish Merchant. poate 20 at 3, at office of Butt,. 
Waterloo-st, Birm. 

Bunny, Wm, Baldwin-st, City-rd, Box Maker. March 30 at 2, at offices 
of Heathfield, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Byatt, John, Longton, Stafford, Miner. March 27 at 3, at the Heath- 
cote Arms Hotel, Longton. Jones, New-inn, Strand, 

Cain, Wm, Hitchen, Hertford, Coach Builder. March 20 at 1, at the 
Green Dragon Hotel, Bishopsgate. Armstrong, Hertford. 

Carver, Joseph & Francis Carver, Walsall, Stafford, Whip Thong Manu- 
Sawe. March 22 at 12, at the Queen’, 8 Hotel, Birm. Griffin,. 


cathe, Amos, Brighton, Sussex, Watchmaker. March 22 at 12, at 
34, Old Jewry. Black & Co, Brighton. 

Colliss, Richd, Winchester, Baker. March 23 at 3, at the County Court 
Office, St Thomas-st, Winchester, Godwin, Winchester. 

Cooper, Edwd Baines, Ingatestone, Essex, Grocer. March 27 at 3, at 
the Bell-inn, Chelmsford. Digby & : Som, Maldon 

Dewling, James, Steeton, nr Leeds, Grocer. March 24 at 2, at offices 
of Robinson & Robinson, North-st, Keighley. 

Dewey, Jervis Wm, Wood-st. April 6 at 3, at offices of Reed & Co, 
Gresham-st. 

Dobson, Tom Hy & Alice Dobson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Drapers. 
March 22 at 2, at offices of Bousfield, Market-st, Newcastie-upon- 


March 28 at 2, at offices- 


Tyne. 

Dobson, Wm Saml, St James’s-st, Glass Jeg March 28 at 4,. 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Jacobs, Budge-row. 

Duffell, Saml & Walter Duffell, Tipton, par Provision Merchants. 
— 24 at 3, at office of Clarke, Royal Oak, Dudley Port. Jacqaes, 


sen Wm Picken, Kinver, Stafford, Chemist. March 2! at 11, at 
offices of Collis, Market-st, Stourbridge. 

Elliott, Percival, Gateshead, Durham, Draper’s — March 23 at 
2, at offices of Joel, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyn 

Ellison, Robt, York, Cabinet Maker. March 22 at 10, at offices of Crum- 
bie, Stonegate, York. 

Farnworth, Robt, Chorley, Lancashire,Grocer. March 22 at 2, at offices 
of Winder, Bowker’s-row, Bolton. 

Ferens, James Jackson, & John Ferens, Brandon pam Durham, 
Grocers. March 22 at 2, at office of Marshall, jun, Cla: . Durham . 

Flintoff, Geo, Gt Queen-st, Westminster. Gas Engineer. Mareh 16 at 2, 
at offices of Durant, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Fry, Wm Symes, Southampton, Baker. March 21 at 12, at office of 
Killby, Portland-st, Southampton. 

Green, Zachariah, Sheffield, Steel Merchant. 
of Suge, Fig Tree-ch 

Hammerton, Geo Danl, Lincoln, Grocer. March 25 at U1, at offices of 
Toynbee & Larkin, Bank- -st, Lincoln. , 

Henwood, Wm Hy, Lewisham, Kent, Tug Owner. March 23 at 12, at 
office of Smith, aare-st, Clement’s-lane. 

Hickson, James, Bootle, 1 , Coal Merchant. March 24 at 1, at 
office of Gill, Cook-st, Lpool. 

Hollings, James & John Alfred Scott Nelson, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturers. 
March 22 at 11, at officesof Bond & Barwick, Albion-pl, Leeds. 

Holt, James, Bury, Lancashire, Woollen Printer. March 23 at 3, at offices 
of Grandy & Co, Union-st, Bury. 

Hudson, Joseph, Kawdon, York, "Cloth Manufacturer, Mareh 27 at 11, 
at offices of Payne & Oo, Albion-st, Leeds. 

Humphreys, Danl. Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 23 at 12.30, 
at offices of Williams & Co, St hag om Cardiff. Waldron, Cardiff. 

Hydes, Geo Robt & Sami, Torr Hydes, Dronfield, Derby, 
March 29 at 8, at the Angel inn, Chesterfield. 

Jackson, stephen, Addington-sq, Camberwell, Brewer. March 27 at 2, 


March 21 at 4, at offices 








- office of Evans, Coleman-st. Young & Co, Frederiok’s-pl, Olé 
lewr. 
Jecks, Shas, Thorpe St Andrew, Norfolk, Farmer. March 20 at 2, 


at office of Oddin & Co, Old Bank-bidgs, King-st, 
Jones, Yani, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 21 at 1, at 
offices of Barnard & Co, Albion-chambers, Bristol. Griffith, Cardiff. 
Jones, Richd Boulton, City-rd, Telegra aca March 28 at 2, at 
offices of Heathfield, Linooln’s-inn- 

Jones, Wesson, ie Stafford, Grocer. yeah 21 at 3, at offices of 
Lowe, Temple-st, 

Knowles, Geo Wm, York, Confectioner. March 23 at 11, at offices of 
Mann & Son, New-st, York. 

Lascelles, Qhas Thos Evans, Salisbury-lane, Southwark, Cooper. March 
23 at 2, at offices of Blachford & Riches, Gt Swan-aliey, oorgate-st. 

Lawrence, Hy, Nottingham, Comm Agent. March 23 at 12, at office of 
Richards, Weekday Cross, Nottingham. 
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Laycock, Hy John, Eastbourne, Sussex, Watchmaker. March 24 at 12, 
~s offices Tr Laavence® Co, Old Jewry-chambers."Laugham, Hastings. 
Lyons, John, Longton. Stafford, Beerseller. March 27 at 4, at the Heath- 
cote Arms Hotel. Jones, New-inn, Strand. 
Martindale, Eliz, Hythe, Kent, at, Dressmaker. March 29 at 3, at the 
White Hart Hotel, Hythe. Minter, ‘one. 
Maxwell, Robinson, Cambridge, Grocer. March 28 at 2, at the Guild- 
hall Coffee-house, Gresham-st. Day, Gt Knight Rider-st, Doctor’s- 
March 23 at 12, at 


commons. 

Millar, Robt Dalgleish, Bilston, Stafford, Draper. 
offices of Belton & Co, Snow-hill, Wolverhampton. 

Minikin, Christopher, Bradford, York, Whitesmith. March 27 at 10, at 
offices of Hargreaves, Market-st, Bradford. 

Mower, Hy Chas. Marylebone-lane. Glass Merchant. March 16 at 2, at 
offices of Weatherhead, Argyle-st, Regent-st. 

Needham, Geo, Aspland-grove, orem 4 rd, Hackney, Builder, March 
21 at 2, at offices of Brown, Basinghal -st. 

Nixon, Joseph, Gateshead, Durham, Tailor: March 24 at 2, at offices 
of Joel, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Obbard, Robt Hy, Chiswell-st, Plate Glass Merchant, April 6 at 3, at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Chorley. 

Paine, Tom, Theale, Berks, Blacksmith. March 27 at 12, at offices of 
Smith, Vachel-rd, Reading. 

Peto, John, Brighton, Sussex, Schoolmaster. March 24 at 3, at office 
of Stuckey, Old Stein, Brighton. 

Poole, John Jas, St Michael’s-alley, Cornhill, Jeweller. March | 22 at 
12, at offices of Harry & .Co, Leadenhall-st. Neal, Pinners’-hall, 
Oia Bread-st. 

Railton, Reuben, Barnard Castle, York, Silversmith. March 23 at 11, 
at offices of Thompson, Finkle-st, Stockton-on-Tees 


Rawland, John, Lpool, Grocer. March 23 at 3, at offices of Aspinall & 

, Union-ct, Castle-st, Lpool. 

Rice, Wm, Brighton, Sussex, Builder. March 24 at 3, at office of 
Brandreth, Middle-st, Brighton. 

Ridsdale, John, Manningham, York, Roller poco sit March 22 at 11, at 
offices of Rhodes, Duke-street, Darley-st, Bradford 

Shackleton, Chas, Bradford, York, Grocer. March 18 “at 10, at offices of 
Green, Aldermanbury, Bradford. 

Stevens, Geo Hy, Victoria-pk-rd, Dealer in Cigars. March 23 at 2, at 
office of Dubois, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall st. Maynard, Clifford’s- 
inn, 

Stewart, Wm, & Edwd Chas Moore, Mark-lane, Comm Merchants. 
March 23 at 2, at the Guildhall Coffee House, Guildhall-yd. Walters 
& Gush, Finsbury-circus. 

Taylor, John, Longwood, Huddersfield, Woollen Spinner, March 22 at 
3, at offices of Ramsden, John William-st, Huddersfield, 

Temperton, John, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. March 24 at 3, at 
Offices of Spooner, Bank-bidgs, Leicester, 

Thomas, Wm, Swansea, Glamorgan, Cabinet Maker. March 22 at ll, 
at offices of Clifton, W Wind st, Swansea. 

Tregunna, John, Truro, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. March 22 at 2, 
at offices of Trevenna, Princes-st, Tru 

Vaunbaa, Jas, Chester, Tailor. March *: 22 at 12, at offices of Taylor, 
Pepper. -st, Chester. 

Wade, Wm, Landport, Southampton, Licensed Victualler. March 22 at 

11, at 1%, King-street, Bedford-row. King, Portsea 

Walsh, Laurence. Caledonian-ter, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Comm Agent. 
March 20 at 11, at 78, Myddleton-st, Clerkenwell. Collett 

Walton, Emma, Birm, Licensed Victualler. March 24 at 12, at offices of 
James & Oerton, Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 

Weaver, Ralph Matthias, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Provision Dealer. 
March 26 at 12, at offices of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton. 

Wetherell, Robt, Cornsall, Worcester, Farmer. March 27 at 12 at 
Office of Marcy, Lower-pk, Bewdley. 

Wetton, Hy Devan, Bristol, fectioner. March 22 at 12, at offices of 
Hancock & Co, John-st, Bristol. Beckingham. 

Wheelband, John, Tunstall, Stafford, Draper. March 22 at 11, at the 
Trevelyan Hotel, Corporation-st, Manch. Hollinshead, Tunstall. 

White, Richd, & Thos Danl Barnard, Wellington-st, Woolwich, Wine 
Merchants. March 23 at 12, at 38, Green’s-end, Woolwich. Hughes, 
Upper Thames-st. 

Wiggins, Watts, King-st, Hammersmith, Cheesemonger. March 23 at 


3, at offices of Izard & Betts, Eastcheap. Carter & Bell. Leadenhall-st. 

Wilkes, Joseph, Leominster, Hereford, Grocer. March 22 at 3, at the 
Royal Oak Hotel, Sonth-st, Leominster. Andrews, Leominster. 

Williams, Thos, sen, Thos Williams, jun, Gelyrhaidd, Glamorgan, & 
Jenkin Williams, Pencoed, Glamorgan, Cattledealers. March 23 at 
1, at the Windsor Arms Hotel, Liantrissant Station. Symons & Plews. 
Merthyr Tydfil. 

Williams, Wm Hy, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent,Coal Dealer. March 
22 at 11, at offices of Gibson, Sittingbourne. 


TorspaY, March 14, 1871. 

Aiken, Wm, eee Merchant, a 22 at 1, at the Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham-st. Shea, King William 

Ambler, Wm, Ecclesfield, York, Tailor. "March 25 at 11, at offices of 
Dyson, Bank-st, Sheffield. 

Atkinson, Thos Robinson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist. March 23 
at 12, at offices of Stead & Sibree. Bishop-lane, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

_ Fredk, and Fras Wm Balls, Norwich, Builders. March 27 at 12 


Of Tillett & Co, St Andrew’s-st, Norwich. Wicks, Norwich 

PA Jas, Halifax, York, Piumber. March 27 at 11, at offices of 
Boocock, Silver-st, Halifax. 

Barr, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Solicitor. March 27 at 2, at offices 
of Joel, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 

— Alfred, Sainen ahaa oy Builder. March 24 at 3, at offices 
of Greaves, le-st, Brig! 

Bellaers, Jas, Oxford-st, Solna “Surgeon. March 24 at 10, at 42, Ba- 
singhall-st. Kazien lens » Borough-rd. 

Brettel, Benj Clark: ‘orthampton, Ironmonger. March 27 at 3, at 
the Chamber of Commerce, Corn-exchange-parade, Northampton. 
Jeffery, Newland, Northampton. 

Bright, Geo, Swandon-ter, Alma-rd. Wandsworth, Cab Proprietor. 
March 24 at 3, at the Freemasons’ Hotel, New Wandsworth. Pain, 
Buekland, Caleb, Leominster, Hereford, Painter. March 27 at 4, at 
bg Hen and Chickens’ Hotel, Moseley-st, Birm. Andrews, Leomins- 

rr 





Binko, Hy Bock, City-gardens, City-rd, Chemical Manufacturer. April 
5 at 3, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Chorley, Moorgate-st. 
Boothby, Richard Wm, Wavertree, nr Lpool, Leone Victualler. March 

27 at 3, at offices of Gray, Mount Pleasavt, Lpool. 

Chambers, Hy Thos, Lincoln, Solicitor, March 29 at 11, at offices of 
Toynbee & Larkin, Lincoln. 

Cliffe, Jas Willington, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Perfumer. March 
22 atl, at officesof Stibbard & Beck, East India~avenue, Leadenhall- 
st. Simmona & Clark, Bath. 

Clough, Jane, Bowden, Chester, omen Joiner. March 24 at 12, at the 
Unicorn Hotel, Altrincham. "Lyce 

Coleman, Wm J) uby, and Alfred ll St Mary-at-Hill, Merchants, 
March 23 at 12, atthe Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Flux, East 
India-avenue, Leadenhall-st. 

Cook, Sidney Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Ironmonger. March 27 at 
12, "at offices of Rutter & Co, Darlington-st, Wolverhampton. Stirk, 
Wolverhampton. 

Dalby, Wm Turlay, Little ee moe se Woollen Warehouseman. March 
24 at 12, at offices of Ni st. Plunkett, Gutter-lane, 
Davies, John, Wrexham, Denbigh, gre March 25 at 12, at offices 

of Hughes, Regent-st, Wrexham. 

Day, Hy John, Ebury-st, Pimlico, Teacher. March 29 at 12, at offices 

of Day, Bedford-st, Bedford-sq, 

Patechory Wm Thos, Richmond, g os Stationer. March 28 at 3, at 
_ of Baines, Weavers’-hall, Basinghall-st. Godfrey, Basinghall- 

Dickson, Thos Ashton Hodgson, Arthur Muschamp Robinson, and 
Fredk Cartwright Dickson, Lpool, Merchants. April 3 at 12, at Offices 
of Harmood & Co, North John-st, get yey Lpool. 

Dixon, Hy, flackney-rd, Grocer. Mafch t 2, at offices of Dalton & 
Jessett, St Clement’ s-house, Mca shal Lae t. 

Drake, Arthur, Sheffield, Table-knife after. March 27 at 4, at offices 
of Binney & Son, North Church-st, Sheffield. 

Elliker, Ro , jun, York, out of business. March 29 at 11, at offices of 
Mann & Son, New-st, York. 

Flower, Edward, Aldgate, Druggist. March 29 at 12, at offices of 
Nicholson, Gresham-st. Montagu, Bucklersbary. 

Free, Robert, Mistley, Essex, Corn Merchant. March 29 at 11 at the 
Loudon Corn Exchange Hotel, Mark-lane. Philbrick & Son, Colehes- 





ter. 

Fulton, Peter, and Ebenezer Walker Henry, Manch, Comm Merchants, 
March 28 at 1, at offices of Addleshaw, King-st, Manch. 

Gale, John, Birkbeck-rd, Dulwich, Licensed Victualler. March 29 at 
1, at offices of Priest, Buckingham-st, Strand. 

Gaukroger, Albert, Leeds, Innkeeper. March 27 at 11, at offices of 
Pullan, Bank-chambers, Park-row, Leeds, 

Gray, Thos, Sunderland, Durham, Merchant. April 3 at 18, at office of 
Dixon, High-st. West, Sunderland. 

Grice, Ww, York, Tailor. March 28 at 8, at the Royal Station Hotel, . 
York. Rhodes, Bradford. 

Handley, John, Rochdale, Lancaster, Woolstapler. March 28 at 3, at 

March 27 at 12, at 


the Wellington Hotel, Rochdale. Standring, jun. 

Hayward, John, St Martin’s-lane, Woollen Draper. 

145, Cheapside. Gammon, Barge-yd-chambers, Bucklersbury. 

Heaver, Alf & Edwd Coates, Bolingbroke Works, Wandsworth-common, 
Builders, March 23 at 3, at offices of Ditton, Ironmonger-lane, 

Hilditch, John, snr, Cobridge, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer. March 27 
at 11, at offices of Paddook, 014 Hall-st, Hanley. 

Hildred, Wm & Wm Ashworth, -occgenid vom, Clothiers. March 24 
at 2, at offices of Lomas & Co, York -pl, Leeds. Bateson, Harrogate. 
olmes, Thos, Thornton, Lancaster, Farmer. March 27 at Il, at 
offices of Plant & Abbott, Cannon-st, Preston. 

Hoopel, Wm, Bolton-rd, St John’s Wood, Builder. March 23 at 12, at 
offices of Nisbet & Co, Lincoln "s-innefields. 

—- Leeds, Joiner. March 29 at 3, at offices of Bulmer, Albion- 
st, 8, 

Tae Wm Hy, Bridlington-quay, York, nyo March 27 

at the Britannia Hotel, Bridlington-quay. Summ 

Jackson, Geo, Burslem, Stafford, News Agent. March of at 11, at 
offices of Tomkinson, Hanover-st, Burslem. 

Jones, Fredk Arthur, Choriton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Journeyman 
Designer. March 24 at 3, at office of Hardy, St James’s-sq, Manch. 
Jones, Isaac, Carmarthen, Butcher. March 24 at 1, at the Townhall, 

Carmar Bishop, Llandilo. 

Leslie, James, The Cresent, Minories, Wine Merchant. March 23 at 12, 
at office of of Tindale, Upper Thames-st. 

Llewellyn, David, Treherbert, Glamorgan, jephoeper. March 27 at 12,30, 
at offices of Rosser & Phillips, Canon-st, Aberdar 

mee John, Lpool, Hosier. March 28 at 3, at “offices of Etty, Lord- 

pool. 

Mallinson, Abraham, Raven’s Thorpe, York, Journeyman Dyer. March 
24 at 3, at offices of Sykes, Huddersfield. 

Mann, Geo & John Manno, — a Scribblers, March 24 at 3, at 
offices of Snowdon, East- 

Morgan, Wm, Delwyn, Hereford, "Blacksmith, March 30 at 3, at the: 
Talbot-inn, Bridge-st, Kington. Cheese, Kington. 

Noble, Mark, jun, Norwich, Organ Builder. March 28 at 11, at office of 
Francis, St Giles-st, Norwich. 

Osborn, Thos, Northampton, ‘Publican. March 31 at 11, at offices of 
Jeffery & Son, Newland, Northampton. 

Pace, Annie Eliz, Guildford-st, Russell-sq, Lodging-house Keeper. 
Marchi 22 at 2, at office Baxter, King-st, Cheapside. Durant, nt, Galldhall- 
chambers, Basinhall-st. 

Paddison, Geo, Abernant, Glamorgan, Farmer, March 24 at 2, at offices 
ot Thomas, Church- — "Neath. John, Neath, 

Paddison, John, N lamorgan, Potatoe Merchant. March 24 at 2, 


at offices of thomas, Charch-pl, Neath. John, Neath. 


Platt, Thos, » York, out of business. March 27 at 
3,8 peg tw ag gh ae th Greenfield, Saddieworth. Clark, Oldham. 

Pla tbourne, Sussex, Grocer. March 29 at 1, at the 
Guildhall i Terern, Grosham-st. Monckton. 

Pickerden. Hy Armitage, Kew-rd, Richmond, Auctioneer’s Clerk, March 
24 at o. = the Cricketer’s-inn, Kichmond-green. Marshall, Lincoln’s- 


n-fiel 
saan Owen, Bichopagnte-st, Watchmaker. March 80 at 2, at office 
Aldridge & Stenning 
Priee, Wm, Newport, yn Builder, March 27 at 12, at offices 
of Lloyd, Bank-chambers, Newport. 
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Rounthwaite, John, Sunderland, Durham, Draper. March 28 at 11, at 

offices of Sewell, Grey-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Sear, Jas, Sidney-rd, Stockwell, Butcher. March 28 at 11, at the Bar- 
ley Mow Tavern, Long-lane, West Smithfield. Hubbard, Walbrook, 
Simmons, Wm Edwd, Redditch, Worcester, Atturney. March 27 at 3, 

at the Gt Western Hotel, Monmouth-st, Birm. Rowlands, Birm. 
simon, Sam! Bruekshaw, Stockport, Chester, Soap Manufacturer. March 
99 at 3, at office of Booth, Brazennose-st, Manch. 

Singleton. Saml Greenway, Broxton, Chester, Innkeeper. April 3 at 3, 
at offices of Churton, Eastgate-bldgs, Chester. 

Smart, John,' New Swindon, Wilts, Draper. March 29 at 2, at offices of 
Lovering & Minton, Gresham-st. Jennings, Leadenhall-st. 

Smith, John, Manch, Drysalter. March 28 at 3, at offices of Nuttall, 
vooper-st, Manch: 

Sugden, Edwd, Manningham, York, Surgeon. March 29 at 3, at offices 
of Taylor & Co, Piccadilly, Bradford. 

$windells, John, Stockport, Watchmaker. March 27 at 1, at the Hen 
and Chickens Hotel, Birm. Johnston, Stockport. 

Teague, Chas Robt, Sydenham-rd, Croydon, Clerk. March 28 at 2, at 
offices of Walter, Gresham-st, Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Thomas, Francis, Birm, Paper Box Manufacturer. March 24 at 3, at 
offices of Rowlands, Ann-st, Birm. 

Thomas, Sam], Southampton, Bootmaker. March 29 at 1, at offices of 
Killby, Portland-st, Southampton. 

Thompson, Wm Gordon, Manch, Drysalter. 
Bellhouse & Bond, Dickinson-st, Manch. 

Thornton, Wm, St John’s-hi!l, New Wandsworth, Builder. March 23 at 
11, at offices of Biddles, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-!ane. 

Tugham, Sami Broadbent, & Jas Broadbent Tugham, Manch,. Paper 

anofacturers. March 28 at 3, at offices of Baker, Jackson’s-row, 
Manch. . 

Vine, Thos Cox, Earl’s-ct-rd, Kensington, Builder. March 24 at 2, at 
offices of Dubois, Gresbam-bldgs, Basinghal-st. Buckler, Old Jewry. 

Waiker, Wm John Pilkington, Stockwell-green, Schoolmaster. March 
21 at 3, at the Bridge House Hotel. Saffery & Huntley, Tooley-st, 
London-bridge. 

Wass, Geo, Handsworth, Stafford, out of business. March 29 at 11, at 
office of Walter, Weaman-row, Birm. 

Watton, Emma (and not Walton, as erroneously printed in last Gazette), 
Birm, Licensed Victualler. March 24 at 12, at offices of James & 
Oerton, Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 

Weaver, Wm Richd, Chester, Seedsman, March 30 at 12, at offices of 
Cunliffe & Beaumont, Chancery-lane, Churton, Chester, 

Webster, Wm Shakespeat, Brunswick-sq, Solicitor. March 27 at 1, at 
offices of Wyatt & Co, Moorgate-st. Hall, Fenchurch-st. 

Wells, Benj, Riley-st, Russell-st, Bermondse y, Builder.. April 3 at 2, at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Jones & Co, Tooley-st, South- 


March 24 at 3, at offices of 


wark, 
West, Wm, Bexley-heath, Kent, Baker. March 27 at 4, at the Wheat- 
ley Arms Tavern, Erith. Oliver, King-st, Cheapside. 








OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—ENTIRE CHANGE 

of ENTERTAINMENTS.—Professor Pepper on Astronomy, with 

Grand Orrery and Sacred Music, on Thursdays, at 2,15—Collins’ Ode to 

the Passions, illustrated in Living Statuary, resembling White Marble, 

by Madame eld, daily—Mr. Grossmith, Jun.’s, New and Humorous 

Entertainment, entitled Human Oddities—Valentine Vox resuscitated 

by Mr. Davies; and many other Entertainments. Open daily, from 
12 te 5 and 7 to 10. 


SULPHUR BATH 4 la Turkey in your own 

room for a penny, equal to what you must pay in London 5s. 
for, This valuable p’ tion is distilled from the famous Sulphur 
Sprit of Tivoli, Italy, celebrated throughout the world for their 
marvellous cures of all Skin Diseases, Paralysis, Rheumatism, Indiges- 
tion, Nervovsness, &c. * 

The Preparation, or the Waters it is obtained from by great trouble 
and expense, have never been known to fail in relieving sufferers from 
any of the maladies mentioned. Persons of wealth and influence 
from all countries daily visit these waters, and derive the benefit they 





The manufacturers of this marvellous but truly genuine article have, 
however, placed the same benefits before the million, who may obtain 
the same relief without leaving their houses or going to any expense. 
The celebrated water of Tivoli can be used in your own room daily in a 
more effective manner than by bathing in the waters, by adopting the 
Turkish system with the Concentrated Essence. It is in the reach of 
every one, for the cost of each bath is only one penny. A common size 
bath and to follow the instructions contained in each parcel are the only 

plements required. Try no complicated preparations but that of 
Nature, and you will do well. A quantity sufficient for 60 baths sent 
for 5s., or 100 baths for 8s., carriage paid direct from the Sole Con- 
signees in Great Britain, Jackson, Belview, & Co, Central-chambers, 
South Castle-street, Liverpool, or most Chemists, Manufactured and 
Prepared by Guiseppe Martino, Rue de Babeno, La Corso, Rome, 


BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 
ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per pa 
: copies, from which price a large discount will be 
is paid immediately on completion of order, 
Yates & ALExanpER, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Legal, 


Parliamentary and General—Newspapers, Books, Pamphlets, 
Prospectuses, Ci &o,—with promptitude and at moderate 
charges, by 








for 20 
lowed if cash 





Yarns & ALEXANDER, Symentoten (and Church-passage), Ohancery+ 
ane, 








UTHORS ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 


Si ened and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 


Yares & ALExanpkr, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


.DEANE’S—Tarnery, Brushes, Mats, 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER’S- 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES tobe SOLD or LET, iticlnding- 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 

Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 

Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 

and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C.,. 

or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.—Particulars for inser- 

tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


HAMBERS.—Gray’s-ian—FOR SALE, a suite 

of three rooms on the first floor in the best part of Gray’s-inn, 

overlooking the gardens. The purchaser must be in the legal m, 

and will have to become a member of the Hon. Society of Gray’s-inn.— 

For particulars, apply at the Steward’s Office, Gray’s-inn; or to Messrs. 

actin a & Hits, Solicitors, 30, Great James-street, Bedford- 
row, W.C. 








HARGE of CHAMBERS.—Wanted, by a Man 

and his Wife, the charge of Business or Residential Chambers. 

Most unexceptionable references can be given by their present employers, 

in whose service the wife has lived upwards of thirteen years.—Apply, 
H. Y., 16, Red Lion-street, Holborn. 


7 BE LET in Lincoln’s-inn Chambers, No. 40, 

Thancery-lane, On the second floor, one good room, rent £40 = 
two large front rooms (may be altered into three), rent £80. On half 
basement, two rooms of moderate size, light and airy, rent £30.—For 

farther particulars, apply of the Porter, on the Premises; or of Mr. 

FREDERICK CHIFFERIEL, 35, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane. 


R,. EASTERBY, B.A. and LL.D. of the Univer- 

sity of London (under the new regulations), Head Master of the 

St. Asaph Grammar School, is ready to receive Gentlemen to read with 

him for the First and Second LL.B. Examinations of the University of 

London. Two Gentlemen who have read with him have passed in 

honours at the recent examinations. 

Candidates are also prepared for Matriculation, and the Preliminary 

Examinations of the Inns of Court and the Incorporated Law Society. 











LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


: JS Syginied GREEN (many yearswith the late George 


Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of Srente-Sve years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &., 
and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of advertise- 
ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 
File of “ London Gazette” kept for reference. 


(Ptete CRYSTAL GLASS CHANDELIERS. 
TABLE GLASS OF ALL KINDS, 
CHANDELIERS IN BRONZE AND ORMOLU. 
Moderator Lamps, and Lamps for India. 
LONDON—Show Rooms, 45, OXFORD-STRERT, W. 
BIRMINGHAM—Mannufactory and Show Rooms, Broad-street. 


INE FLAVOURED STRONG BEEF TEA at 

about 24d. a pint. ASK FOR LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT’ 

of Meat, requiring Baron Liebig the Inventor’s Signature on every- 
jar, being the only guarantee of genuineness. 


STRINGENT LOZENGES OF THE RED 
GUM OF AUSTRALIA.—For Relaxed Throat, in Bottles, 2s. 
MURIATE OF AMMONIA LOZENGES. 
In Bottles, 2s, Useful for Bronchitis, by loosening the phlegm and 
preventing —— fits ef coughing. 











277, OXFORD STREET, LONDON. 





ESTABLISHED A.D. 1700. 


URNISH YOUR HOUSE at DEANE’S. 
ILLUSTRATED CATALOGUE, 

With Priced Furnishing List, Gratis and Post Free. 
DEANE’S—Celevrated Table Cutlery, every variety of style and finish. 
DEANE’S—Electro-plated Spoons and Forks, best manufacture. 
DEANE’S—Electro-plated Tea & Coffee Sets, Liqueur Stands, Cruets, &c.. 
DEANE’S—Dish Covers and Hot Water Dishes, Covers in Sets, from 18s. 
DEANE’S—Papier-mache Tea Trays, in Sets, from 21s., newest patterns. 
DEANE’S—Bronzed Tea and Coffee Urns, with Patent Improvements. 
DEANE’S —Copper and Brass Goods, Kettles, Stew and Preserving Pans. 
DEANE’S—Moderator and Rock Oi! Lamps, a large and handsomestock . 
DEANE’S—Domestic Baths for every purpose. Bathrooms fitted complete. 
DEANE’S—Fenders and rire-irons, in all modera and approved patteras.. 
DEANE’S— s, in Iron and Brass. Bedding of superior quality. 
DEANE’S—Register Stoves, London-made Kiteheners, Ranges, &c. 
DEANE’S—Cornices and Cornice Poles, a great variety of _ 
DEANE’S—Tin and Japan Goods, Iron Ware, and Calinary Utensils. 
&c., strong and serviceable. 


DEANE’S—Horticultural Tools, Lawn Mowers, Garden Rollers, &c. 
DEANE’S—Gas Chandeliers, Newly designed Patterns. 
A discount of five per cent. for cash payments of £2 and upwards. 





DEANE & Co., 46 (King William-street), LONDON-BRIDGE. 





H 
i 


orton 


Sancta Liew aneoe eereonSage dicen eee 


Sea ee wee SRE 


Pasa ce RSA 


5 ene = 





376 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Mar. 18, 1871. 








ISSUE OF 14,000 SHARES OF £10 EACH, 


BEING THE CAPITAL OF THE 


BUENOS AYRES 
NATIONAL TRAMWAYS COMPANY, 


LIMITED, 
INCORPORATED UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS OF 1862 & 1867, 
By which the liability of every Shareholder is limited to the amount of his Shares. 


CAPITAL £140,000, 


In 14,000 SHARES OF £10 EACH. 


Payable, Deposit on Application £1 per Share, and upon Allotment £2 per Share. 
The Balance to be payable as follows :—£2 on Ist May, 1871; £2 on Ist July, 1871 ; and £3 on Ist 
September, 1871. 
With option to Subscribers of paying the whole amount of the Shares on Allotment, in which case 
Interest will accrue from the date of payment thereof. 





Directors. 
JOHN CHAPMAN, Esa., Chairman of the Great Southern of India Railway Company, CHAIRMAN. 
CHARLES J. APPLEBY, Esa. (Messrs. AppLesy Brotuers), London. 
Cot. J. A. COLE, Director of the Bedford and Northampton Railway Company, London. 

J. T. EMERSON, Esa. (Messrs. Emerson & Mvunrcatroyp), Stockport and Liverpool. 
FRANCIS TOTHILL, Esa., Director of the Monmouthshire Railway Company, Ewell, Surrey. 
Engineer—JAMES LIVESEY, Esa., C.E., 9, Victoria Chambers, Westminster. 
Bankers—UNION BANK OF LONDON, 2, Princes-street, E.C., London. 
Brokers—Messrs. SUTTON, MILLER & Co., 22, Royal Exchange, E.C., London.. 

Solicitors—Messrs. KIMBER & ELLIS, 79, Lombard-street, London. 
—EDWARD SHUBERT, Esa. 
Orrices : 23, GRESHAM HOUSE, OLD BROAD-STREET, E.C., LONDON. 








This Company has been established for the purpose of giving to the important City of Buenos Ayres the benefit of 
increased Tramway accommodation, not only for passengers, but also for the conveyance of Produce from the various markets and 
depots to the wharves and railways. 

It will be seen, on referring to the accompanying Map and Plan, that the City of Buenos Ayres, by reason of its being built onthe 
model of geometrical square blocks, giving continuous and perfectly straight streets in every direction, possesses un facilities for 
the establishment of Tramways, which can be constructed at a comparatively small cost, and afford an easy, swift, and cheap 
medium of locomotion—a great and most important desideratum in so populous a City. 

The City of Buenos Ayres and its suburbs contains a population of over 200,000 persons, and covers a very 1 area. Its 
growth during the last ten years has been extraordinary, and there can be no question it is destined to still Azeri Hom evelopment, 
owing to ed ror resources of the country. : i 

As an indication of this, the following details from the ‘“‘ Buenos A Standard” may be given :—- 

** Whereas in 1860 the total railway mileage of the Argentine Republic was only 15 miles, there are now 472 miles in operatiun,, 
besides 746 miles further in course of construction. Simi rly the value of produce in wool, sheepskins, and tallow, of Buenos 
Ayres, which in 1860 was af £1,156,000, has now obtained the enormous increase to upwards of £5,000,000.” 

These few facts will suffice to show the  Pesasioggae A wth of Commeree at Buenos Ayres, and the returns boy uoted 
from the same authority) of the Custom House Revenue, which has increased in ten years from £600,000 per annum to £2,400,000, 
still further indicate the progress which has been made. 

The Tramways wean existing in Buenos Ayres have met with extraordinary success and favour, it being found necessary 
to run the cars as frequently as every five minutes, and even then they are quickly filled. They traverse, however, only a few 
of the streets of the city, and a large number of additional Lines are required for the accommodation not only of the enormous 
passenger traffic, but for the carriage of the meat, sheep, and wool from the slaughter houses on the outskirts of the City to the 
warehouses, wharves, and railways, as well as to the public markets. 

Important Concessions, granted by the Provincial Government of Buenos Ayres, have been secured by this Company, and a 
Contract for the acquisition of the Concessions, the construction and equipment of the whole of the proposed Tramways, including 
the purchase of 1and, pavement of streets, supply of the necessary aie stock, horses, &c., in strict accordance with the terms 
and conditions of the Concessions, and within the Capital of the Company, has been entered into with Messrs, Epwin CLARK, 
PuNCHARD, & Co., the well-known Engineers and Contractors, and the same is to be completed, and the entire Lines in operation 
by the 30th December of the present year. 

The length of the Tramways included in the Concessions secured to this Company, including sidings, &c., is about 14 miles, 
and a glance at the accompanying Map will show their position. 

This Company will derive its business from two great sources :—1. From the passenger traffic through the mrain arteries of 
the City, the route secured to it by the concessions being marked in red on the accompanying Plan; and, 2. From the transport of 

the sheep, meat, and wool (being the chief articles of commerce of the country) to and from the slaughter houses, to the public 
markets and warehouses of the City, as well as to the railways, wharves, and shipping—the traffic of produce will be carried 
during the night and early morning by special waggons constructed for the purpose. 

Under these circumstances the Directors feel the utmost confidence in the success awaiting the operations of the Company, and 
as showing the satisfactory results already obtained by existing Tramway Companies, the following Extract from the Report of the 
City or Buznos Ayres Tramway CoMPANY, LiMiTED, just issued (whose £10 Shares are quoted in the London Market at £4 
per Share —— is given— 

“The c¢ from 31st December, 1870, to 12th January, 1871—only twelve days—amounts to £1,996, and shows @ 
rapid increase every week in the amount of the receipts.” 
—this is equal to £60,712 annum on less than ten miles of Tramway; and at only this rate of traffic, this Company would 
earn, after making ample allowance for psig” ay Ni arene net profit equal to about 20 per cent. per annum 


The estimates of traffic submitted to the Directors confirm the above probable receipts—indeed, such is the extensive field 


opened to the operations of this Company, that there seems every reasonable prospect that they will be exceeded by the 


actual results. 
As a proof of the are pe in which the Shares of the existing Tramway Companies are held in Buenos Ayres, it 


will be sufficient to extract t 
January, 1871. 


e following from the “ Buenos Ayres Standard” of recent dates—13th December, 1870, and 2nd 








